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House of Representatives
WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER

AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2614, CERTIFIED DEVEL-
OPMENT COMPANY PROGRAM
IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 652 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 652

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2614) to amend the Small Business In-
vestment Act to make improvements to the
certified development company program, and
for other purposes. All points of order
against the conference report and against its

consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1 hour.
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Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I might consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 652 is a typical
rule providing for consideration of H.R.
2614, the conference report for the Cer-
tified Development Company Program
Improvements Act of 2000.

The rule waives all points of order
against the conference report and its
consideration and provides the con-
ference report shall be considered as
read.

House rules provide 1 hour of general
debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and one motion to recommit, with
or without instructions, as is the right
of the minority Members of the House.

I want to discuss briefly the con-
ference report this rule makes in order.
It includes important small business
tax relief, community renewal and re-
tirement security provisions, as well as
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long-term care and health care initiatives
that benefit all Americans. In addition, this
bipartisan measure includes H.R. 5538, legis-
lation introduced by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) to raise the minimum
raise. This bipartisan language is patterned
after the Traficant-Martinez amendment
passed by the House earlier this year.

First, I am pleased that H.R. 2614
contains important tax relief provi-
sions to help ease the burden on small
businesses. It will also allow small
businesses to expense additional quali-
fying properties costs, speed up the
phase-in for deduction of meal ex-
penses, and extend income-averaging
benefits for farmers to include com-
mercial fishermen. The conference re-
port will also extend the Work Oppor-
tunity Tax Credit to assist businesses
in hiring disadvantaged workers and
repeal the installment method ac-
counting requirement, an issue on
which many of us have heard from our
constituents.

H.R. 2614 also contains much needed
provisions to increase retirement secu-
rity for working people. It raises IRA
limits to $5,000 and increases the con-
tribution limits for 401(k)-type plans to
$15,000. This bill also increases the
portability of retirement plan assets
and simplifies the pension system to
encourage small businesses to offer
pension plans.

This conference report also creates 40
Renewal Communities with targeted
pro-growth tax benefits, regulatory re-
lief, savings accounts, brownfields
cleanup, and homeownership opportu-
nities. It also includes a zero capital
gains tax rate for business assets in
these communities. These and other
provisions will help ensure that all
communities have an opportunity to
share in our current prosperity.

I am pleased that conferees also in-
cluded long-term care health care in-
centives to help make care more af-
fordable and accessible. A substantial
deduction for expenses related to long-
term care and deductibility for the pur-
chase of long-term care insurance poli-
cies will help ease the burden on sen-
iors and their families.

H.R. 2614 also provides immediate 100
percent deductibility for health insur-
ance for the self-employed and health
care deductibility for people who pur-
chase health care outside of their em-
ployer.

Finally, I am pleased that the con-
ferees included the foreign sales cor-
poration tax revision in this conference
report. This provision will maintain
current tax treatment for foreign sales
corporation beneficiaries in a manner
that the U.S. believes to be WTO com-
pliant. I commend the conferees for the
inclusion of this revision so important
to our U.S. trade and our ability to
compete in world markets.

This rule was favorably reported by
the Committee on Rules. I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule today on
the floor so that we may proceed with
the general debate and consideration of
this important conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LIN-
DER), my friend, for yielding me the
customary time, and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this rule really makes a
mockery of the legislative process. I
strongly urge my colleagues to oppose
it, not only for the substance of the
bill, but also for the process by which
it is being brought to the floor.

Just to give my colleagues a little bit
of the background, just before mid-
night last night, the Committee on
Rules was informed that we would not
meet until 8 o’clock this morning and
that the House would stay in recess
until we completed the consideration
of these rules.

Once we met at 8 o’clock and filed
the rules, the House adjourned imme-
diately, and it immediately recon-
vened. This convoluted process has
been in order to stretch one calendar
day, the 26th of October, into two legis-
lative days. The reason for that, Mr.
Speaker, is because my Republican col-
leagues are then able to bring up a
number of rules to the floor the very
same day that they were reported out
of the Committee on Rules. This way
Members, particularly Democratic
Members, have virtually no idea what
is in these bills, especially, Mr. Speak-
er, since we were excluded from all the
negotiations.

Mr. Speaker, this bill contains major
unrelated provisions that look like ev-
erything but the kitchen sink. The
tragic part, Mr. Speaker, it still does
not do enough for high school construc-
tion or high school modernization.

Democrats want $25 billion in inter-
est-free school construction financing
over the next 10 years with prevailing
wage protections. But, instead, this bill
contains a school arbitrage provision
which will only help schools that can
delay school construction for 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, this is essentially a tax
incentive to keep children in trailers
and in dilapidated school buildings
rather than building new schools. It
contains only half of the Johnson-Ran-
gel interest-free construction funding,
and it leaves out the prevailing wage
protections.

The first provision in the bill is a
small business bill that is not particu-
larly objectionable. The second is an
excellent idea to raise the Federal min-
imum wage from $5.15 an hour to $6.15
an hour over 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, of the 10 million people
who work for minimum wages in this
country, most of them are women and
minorities. They take care of our
young children. They take care of our
elderly parents. They cook our meals.
They pump our gas. They clean our of-
fices. They really deserve a raise.

But since this long overdue raise is
being included in an otherwise bad bill,
it very well might not get signed into
law, and that might be just the way
that my Republican colleagues want it.

The third provision is a package of
tax cuts designed primarily to benefit

the very rich, which will endanger our
Social Security and Medicare by spend-
ing the budget surplus.

In order to enact the third provision
of the bill, it also includes a fourth pro-
vision which would exempt, listen
closely, this would exempt this enor-
mous tax cut for the rich from the pay-
go sequester that would automatically
force cuts in Medicare, student loans
and farm programs.

Essentially, Mr. Speaker, my Repub-
lican colleagues are turning off the ef-
fects of the current law to pass their
tax cuts for the rich, even though these
tax cuts will have a disastrous effect
on the economy. As far as the pay-go
scorecard goes, thanks to this bill,
these tax cuts are free and so is every
other entitlement increase and tax cut
that we do in this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the fifth provision is
known as the balanced budget amend-
ment fix. When my Republican col-
leagues passed the so-called balanced
budget, they caused very dangerous
cuts in Medicare. Hospitals, many of
them in my district, found themselves
faced with bankruptcy. Everyone, in-
cluding my Republican colleagues,
knew they had made a mistake and
they needed to fix it.

So in response, this bill will replace
some of the money that they so care-
lessly cut, but it is tilted dramatically
in favor of HMOs and does not do any-
where near enough for the hospitals.
Only about 15 percent of the Medicare
enrollees are in HMOs, but the HMOs
get 40 percent of the money in this bill.
That, too, Mr. Speaker, may be a deal
breaker.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the sixth provi-
sion overturns Oregon’s assisted sui-
cide law.

In short, Mr. Speaker, this is a very
important bill with very far-reaching
consequences that has not even had the
benefit of proper legislative consider-
ation. Like so many other bills this
session, it will help rich people instead
of helping the working American fami-
lies.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
previous question so that we can offer
a Democrat alternative.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am just rising out of
confusion as to whether the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY)
states that raising IRA limits to $5,000
is a tax cut for the rich. Does increas-
ing contribution limits for 401(k) plans
for regular workers, is that a tax cut
for the rich? How about increasing the
portability of retirement plans so peo-
ple can move from one job to another?
Is that just for the rich?

If we simplify the pension system to
encourage small businesses to offer
their employees pension plans, is that
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another tax cut for the rich? We have
got some small business tax relief in
here to allow them to expense certain
kinds of costs. Is this tax cuts for the
rich? Or has the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) just pulled
out on old speech and rerun it one
more time?

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a pretty sad day
in the House of Representatives. Yes,
as the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER) just stood up a moment ago
and mentioned, there are a couple of
provisions in this bill that actually be-
fore today have seen the light of day,
have gone through the legislative proc-
ess, have been voted on by this House,
such as the pension reform provisions,
which I supported. But one cannot mix
those up with a number of other things
that have never ever gone through
committee, never been voted on, never
been published.

Sometime between midnight and 7
a.m., behind closed doors, a few Repub-
lican leaders cobbled together a year-
end tax bill designed to get a veto from
the President so they can say, ‘‘Look
what we would have done if only Bush,
Jr., was in the White House. Look what
we will do next year. We will give the
HMOs all the money, lock, stock and
barrel. We will sell out the patients. No
Patients’ Bill of Rights. No quality
controls. No cost controls. But billions
more for the HMO plans, a blank
check.’’ That is in this bill.

There are other outrageous provi-
sions, but I have got to focus on one
that is extraordinarily outrageous.
Twice, two times, two times the people
of Oregon have gone to the ballot box,
once by initiative and once by referral
from a Republican legislature, to up-
hold the principle of assisted suicide,
death with compassion for people with
terminal illness.

Now, if the right wingers around here
are offended by that, every other day of
the week, they are for States’ rights.
But guess what? When a State does
something they do not like, they are
not for States’ rights anymore.

They passed the bill in the House to
overturn this, but we got more than a
third of the votes. We could uphold the
veto by the President. They could not
even get the bill up in the Senate. They
could not get it through the regular
legislative process.

And sometime between midnight and
7 a.m., at the behest of a few very pow-
erful right-wing Members of the major-
ity, this legislation overturning the
will of the people of the State of Or-
egon was inserted into this miscella-
neous tax bill. This is an outrageous
abuse of legislative power.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER), a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support, not only of this rule,
but of this legislation. This afternoon,
we are going to vote on a pretty mod-
est package of tax relief as well as a
very generous contribution of addi-
tional funding for reimbursements for
Medicare. That is what this legislation
contains.

So the most important provisions are
provisions such as those which help
working people, working families
where we allow people to set aside
more for retirement, more for their
savings, by increasing what one con-
tributes to their IRA from $2,000 to
$5,000, if one has a 401(k), increasing it
from its current level from $10,000 to
$15,000, tax savings to help one save for
the future.

I also note that we have special pro-
visions which will benefit working
moms. I think of my sister Pat, who
does not want everybody to know, but
she is over 50. She has taken a few
years out of the workforce. Now she is
back in the workforce, a little extra in-
come. She can make up her missed con-
tributions to her IRA and 401(k) she
was not able to make when she was at
home with the kids. That is a good pro-
vision to help working moms and work-
ing people.

I also want to point out this legisla-
tion helps the entrepreneurs, the self-
employed. A lot of people have talked
about it. This legislation does it. We
give 100 percent deductibility for the
self-employed for their health insur-
ances. Corporations have gotten it for
years. The self-employed only get 60
percent. It is time we give them 100
percent.
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I also want to point out another large
group of working folks that benefit. We
repeal the section 415 limits that have
penalized 10 million building trade
union members, building tradesmen
and people who have their pensions
limited unfairly because of section 415.
I think of Larry Kohr from La Salle
County, Illinois, a retired laborer who
currently gets about $16,000 a year. He
will receive almost $30,000, what he
should be receiving for his pension,
thanks to this legislation. That is good
for working folks.

As we work to revitalize our blighted
communities, I am proud to say that
we expand the low-income housing tax
credit, a key initiative that Ronald
Reagan signed into law that enlists the
private sector to, of course, create af-
fordable housing for working poor and
low-income families. As a result of
this, we will probably see another
30,000 units of affordable housing pro-
vided every year as a result of the in-
crease from the low-income housing
tax credit.

Something else that is important in
the Chicago area. We have about 2,000
brownfields. These are old industrial
sites. Every community has one, but
we have about 2,000 in the Chicago re-
gion. Of course, because of the finan-
cial costs of the environmental clean-
up, private investors are hesitant to
buy that old industrial park on the side
of town, so that old industrial park
just sits there and blights the commu-
nity. We expand the current
brownfields tax incentive, which means
that every community in America,
whether a middle-class community, a
suburban community, a rural commu-
nity, or the big cities, if they have a
brownfield, a private investor can fully
deduct, 100 percent, the environmental
cleanup costs. That will help the com-
munities, and it is good for the envi-
ronment.

Lastly, I want to point out some-
thing that is pretty important. For a
lot of us, our biggest employers in
town are our local hospitals, our nurs-
ing homes, our home health care. We
care about health care in this House,
and we want to ensure that we have
quality affordable health care. Because
of the way the Health Care Financing
Administration has interpreted the
Balanced Budget Act, they have
squeezed our local hospitals, they have
squeezed our local nursing homes, they
have squeezed and hurt home health
care. They have pushed providers out
of Medicare+Choice. Because of the
pressure of the Health Care Financing
Administration, this Congress last year
set aside an additional $16 billion to in-
crease reimbursements for local hos-
pitals and nursing homes as well as
home health care to help our seniors
and to help families.

That is good news, but I want to
point out we need to do more, and I
really want to salute the leadership in
this House for realizing that we need to
do more in Medicare. We provide $28
billion of additional reimbursements to
help ensure that we provide quality
health care to our local hospitals, our
local nursing homes, our local home
health care, and ensure that seniors
have a choice in Medicare by ensuring
that we have providers that get fair re-
imbursement for participating in
Medicare+Choice.

This is good legislation. We are hear-
ing the usual rhetoric on the other
side, the partisan rhetoric. We are 12
days from election. We expect that.
But this is good legislation that helps
a lot of people all throughout America.
It helps people save for retirement, it
revitalizes communities, and ensures
we have quality health care in our
local communities. The bottom line is
it is a good bill, and it is legislation
that comes at a modest cost that will
help a lot of people. I urge bipartisan
support.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK).

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, this rule
paves the way for the cruelest hoax
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that the Republicans have yet per-
petrated on seniors, children, and the
health care system in our country.

Forty-seven percent of this bill over
10 years goes to managed care plans
without asking the managed care plans
to do a thing except raise their own
profits and put the money in their
pockets. Ninety-four percent of the tax
cuts go to people who are already in-
sured. What does that do? That just
gives the employers an incentive to cut
back on insurance benefits, as they are
doing every day. Sure, it helps the rich
employers while it penalizes the poor
employees.

Long-term care tax deductibility.
Fifty percent of the seniors are living
on incomes of less than $15,000 a year.
What does that do for the seniors when
we have ignored long-term care bene-
fits that we should have.

Children’s benefits have been dropped
out of this bill. Lou Gherig benefits.
Eighty-two Republicans co-sponsored a
bill, along with 200 Democrats, to give
improved benefits to people with Lou
Gherig’s disease. It was dropped out.
Cruel.

Forty-seven percent going to man-
aged care plans, where we do not have
any control, where we need the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. What could we do
with that money? We could expand the
hospital aid for an additional year. We
could expand hospice care for an addi-
tional year. We could withhold the 15
percent cut on home health care for an
additional year. Why are we not doing
that instead of giving this to the Re-
publican friends in the managed care
companies who will see nothing but
their prices go up on Wall Street while
they continue to deny care and deny
drug benefits and fold up their tents
and leave smaller communities?

Nothing in this bill will change that.
It will reward the managed care plans
for basically harming the beneficiaries
and our seniors. That is not the way to
go about this.

This is a bill constructed to help the
small percentage of the rich. It is a bill
purposely crafted to deny children’s
health benefits. Children cost $400 or
$500 a year to insure. A child without
health insurance is a child without
health care. The Republicans take
great joy in telling us we are going to
deny children health benefits. That is
not the kind of people we want to have
running this country.

We should protest this bill to show
that the Republicans have no mercy for
children, no mercy for the seniors.
They care nothing except for the very
richest. They will deny health care if it
helps the employers at the cost of the
employees. Call this bill what it is. It
is an arrogant play of pandering to the
rich, of pandering to the wealthy at the
expense of the poor and the people
without health insurance.

They should be ashamed of them-
selves for this bill. The President will
veto it, as well he should. I urge a ‘‘no’’
vote and a ‘‘no’’ on the rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), and just comment that I will
put the gentleman from California
down as undecided.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding me this time and
congratulate him on the hard work
that he has put into this measure.

Let me say that as I listened to my
fellow Californian talk about this
measure, it sounded as if he was dis-
turbed over the fact that we are not
moving in the direction of establishing
a national health care plan. That real-
ly seems to be the goal that a number
of people have, moving towards single
payer.

What this bill does specifically is it
provides incentives for people to plan
and create more choices when it comes
to the area of health care. It provides a
substantial deduction for expenses re-
lated to long-term care; it provides de-
ductibility for the purchase of long-
term care insurance policies; it pro-
vides an immediate 100 percent deduct-
ibility for health insurance for the self-
employed; and it provides health care
deductibility for those who purchase
health care outside of their employer.

The idea here is to provide a wider
range of choices rather than getting
the government more and more in-
volved in the issue of health care.

Let me talk about a couple of other
very important provisions in this
measure, Mr. Speaker. Sitting over
here is my good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). He has
worked long and hard, as the gen-
tleman from Georgia said in his open-
ing statement, to put together a bipar-
tisan package which I am happy to say
was introduced with our now Repub-
lican colleague, another fellow col-
league, the gentleman from Californian
(Mr. MARTINEZ), to deal with the issue
of the minimum wage.

It is clear I have not been a supporter
of the Federal Government imposing a
minimum wage, but I do want to say
that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) deserves a great deal of
credit for the bipartisan effort that he
has put into this, and I want to con-
gratulate him for that.

I also want to say that as we look at
these measures that have been
mischaracterized by our friends on the
other side of the aisle, I think we have
to really sort of open up and look at
what exactly we have here. There is
nothing in here that is designed to ben-
efit the rich. Quite frankly, I am one
who is proud of doing what we can to
create more incentives for those who
have been successful. I make no bones
about that. I am a proponent of encour-
aging even more people to join the in-
vestor class.

The fact is, if we look at the provi-
sions which allow for the increase to
$5,000 for contributions to individual
retirement accounts, up to $15,000 for
401(k)’s, those are designed to try to

help middle-income Americans who are
working and want to have an oppor-
tunity to plan and save for their retire-
ment. That is something that has en-
joyed, again, very much bipartisan sup-
port here.

As I listened to my friend from Or-
egon a few minutes ago talking about
these issues which had not passed the
House, staff has just informed me as we
go through this litany of items here,
everything has passed through the
House, most of it with strong bipar-
tisan support.

I will tell my colleagues that when
we look at the extraordinarily impor-
tant measure in here, I do not know
how the President could possibly con-
sider vetoing legislation that includes
this very important community re-
newal and the provisions that are there
which are designed to go in to areas
that have been devastated economi-
cally and zero out capital gains. The
capital gains incentive, by zeroing it
out, would encourage investment and
say to those who are less fortunate
that there is going to be an oppor-
tunity for them to in fact get on to
that first rung of the economic ladder
and pull themselves up.

That is exactly what has been put to-
gether here, again in a bipartisan way.
The President has been supportive of
that measure, and that is one of the
bulwarks of this bill.

So here we are in the waning hours of
the 106th Congress. We are hoping to
complete our work today. The Presi-
dent can help us do that by signing this
very balanced piece of legislation,
which is encouraging economic growth,
and is designed to help people plan and
save for both retirement and their
health care, it targets the inner city
blighted areas so that we can encour-
age investment there to improve the
quality of life for those who are less
fortunate in this country, and it pro-
vides very important relief for the sig-
nal business sector of our economy.

It is a balanced measure. It deserves
our support, as does this rule, and I
urge my colleagues in a bipartisan way
to vote for this measure and then to
encourage the President to do the right
thing and sign this bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

This bill contains a provision that
would overturn Oregon’s Assisted Sui-
cide Law. Now, I appreciate the fact
that we were given a whole day to de-
bate this bill, and it was an up-and-
down vote. We got enough votes if the
President decided to veto it that we
could uphold that veto.

On the Senate side we were told that
it would not be attached to another
bill; that it would be a fair fight; that,
again, it would be an up-and-down
vote. And here we stand today at the
end of the session with a piece of legis-
lation that contains a lot of provisions
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I like in it. But I will tell my col-
leagues something that is more impor-
tant to me. More important to me than
anything else is our system of democ-
racy. More important to me than any-
thing else is the people’s right to vote
and that their voices are heard and
that their vote counts for something.

In our State, not once but twice, peo-
ple said we want physician-assisted sui-
cide. Somehow or another my col-
leagues here seem to know better.
They seem to say that they do not care
about the people’s vote; that it does
not count; they do not care that the
people’s voices are not heard; they
know better; they are going to over-
turn the people’s law.

Well, let me tell my colleagues two
things: one, they are overturning the
will of the people of my State; and,
number two, they are breaking prom-
ises. This promise was made that it
would be an up-and-down vote on the
Senate side; that it would not be at-
tached to this bill. Yet here we find
that happening today.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT).

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, there
is no one in the House I respect more
nor love more than the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), so I
hope he will not be offended by what I
have to say. I think it is time to tell it
like it is.

Democrats were in power for 48
years. They did not reform welfare,
they did nothing about prescription
drugs, they did not reform the IRS.
They would not even hold hearings on
a Traficant bill that made a big dif-
ference, and I am proud of that.

Look back at the minimum wage, I
think the Republicans raised the min-
imum wage the last two times. I sup-
port the rule, I support the conference
report, and I want to thank the Repub-
lican leadership for giving me the cour-
tesy to sit down on the minimum wage
issue, so important to America and to
my district.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, did not want a min-
imum wage increase.
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There are parts of this bill I do not
find all that great. But the President is
absolutely an expert at reconciling dif-
ferences. And no one better than the
Speaker and the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and
their staff, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER), they have gone to them.
And his statement is for the better-
ment of America. Let us find common
ground. Mr. President, let us find the
time to find common ground.

There is pension reform in this bill.
The earned income tax provisions are
good. Let us get off the class warfare
on the tax cuts. My colleagues, what
good is the minimum wage of $1 an
hour over 2 years if the boss cannot af-
ford it and lays off the very people we
are trying to help the most? Give the
boss a break.

The Republicans are right. How much
more of this Democrat versus Repub-
licans, liberals versus conservatives? It
may be good for politics or for winning
the majority, but it is bad for America
because it ends up being rich versus
poor, men versus women, old versus
young, black versus white, ‘‘the haves’’
versus ‘‘the have-nots.’’ If there is no
company, there is no job.

Let us get off it. This is nothing but
political machinations to who is going
to run this place. The American people
want this conference report. They may
not like all of it, but they know we
have the leadership in the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) to sit down
with the President and work it out, for
the Speaker to sit down and to make
those compromises that are necessary.

I would just like to close by saying
this: It is time to close the Congress. It
is time to pass this conference report.
And for those Democrats who are going
to come out here for partisan reasons
and vote against this bill, they may en-
courage the President to veto it, but,
in my opinion, they are not vetoing a
bad bill, they are vetoing a bill that is
good for the American people.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) very
much for yielding me the time.

I am very delighted to follow my col-
league because I know his sincerity. I
do not think any of us want to divide
black or white or brown, we do not
want to divide Americans. But I believe
what we want to do is to say to Amer-
ica we accept the challenge to do bet-
ter.

I want this rule defeated so that we
can go back to the drawing board and
do better. And the reason why I say
that is because I have lived the experi-
ence of hospitals being closed in Texas.

Some 10 to 15 years ago, the Attorney
General of the State of Texas ap-
pointed me to an advisory committee
to explain and to advise how we could
restore rural health centers and rural
hospitals. In Texas they were closing
even then. I would imagine that Ameri-
cans would tell me about hospitals that
closed 20 years ago, 5 years ago, 10
years ago, or yesterday. What a trag-
edy for communities that have to trav-
el miles away from their neighbors to
get health care.

And so, this rule should be defeated,
Mr. Speaker, because $11 billion goes to
insurance companies. I am crying out

for my rural and urban hospitals, pub-
lic hospitals where they take their
children, where they take their old
mother or father, their aunts or their
neighbor. Why am I giving $11 billion
to insurance companies and doors of
my hospitals still closing? I want my
hospital CEOs in my district who know
that I have been on the front line on
this issue to understand why I want
this rule defeated.

Mr. Speaker, we can do better for
Americans. Do not give this money to
the HMOs. They are not guaranteeing
any guaranteed prescription drug ben-
efit. In fact, one of the HMOs said, it is
really hard to enhance our drug benefit
for seniors. They do not want to work
on this problem. We need this money
going directly to the providers.

And what is happening to the home
health care centers? They are getting
zero, no money. And if any of my col-
leagues have dealt with them, they
know that many of their relatives pre-
fer going to those home health care
centers that give them personalized
treatment.

We can do better for America united.
Do not divide us. Send this rule back
and defeat this bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to stress that my opposition to the rule
and this bill is not based on any ide-
ology or any politics, Democrat or Re-
publican. The problem here is that this
bill is not going to help the average
American. And that is what we are all
concerned about, and we are all united
to try to help the average guy.

I heard the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules say that he supports
this bill because it is going to help the
investor class or get more people in the
investor class. Well, let me tell my col-
leagues, if I am a person that does not
have health insurance and I am not
getting it through my employer, I am
the little guy, I am not going to be able
to take advantage of whatever tax de-
duction is in here to buy health insur-
ance and to get myself an insurance
policy. It is not going to happen.

The bottom line is that we know that
the reason why most people do not
have health insurance today who are
employed is because the employers do
not provide the insurance.

There is a disincentive with this
above-the-line health insurance deduc-
tion for the employer to continue or to
expand health insurance for their em-
ployees. So we are going to have more
people join the ranks of the uninsured.
This notion that somehow they are
going to be able to take this deduction
and buy health insurance is a lot of
garbage. It is not going to happen.

Secondly, let me talk about the hos-
pitals that are suffering. I had a hos-
pital in my district that closed and
others that have the potential to close
because they are not getting enough
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money from Medicare from the Federal
Government.

Do not tell me that we are going to
give this money to the HMOs, some-
thing like 40 percent of the funds, and
we are not going to help our hospitals,
our home health care agencies, our
nursing homes. Many of them are
bankrupt and closing. If we are going
to do anything to help with the reim-
bursement rate, it should be to those
providers, the hospitals, so they do not
close.

What about the HMOs? The HMOs
that are benefiting from this bill are
having no strings attached to the extra
money that they are getting. They do
not have to stay in the Medicare pro-
gram. And many of them have moved
out of it. Something like 700,000 seniors
who were in HMOs have been dropped
by HMOs in the last couple years. So
no strings attached. They get the
money. They do not have to stay in the
Medicare program.

Nor do they have to do anything
about their benefits. They do not have
to guarantee they are going to provide
prescription drugs. They do not have to
do anything to increase the benefits.

The HMOs are getting a sweetheart
deal, and they are doing nothing for
the American people in return. Vote
against this rule. Vote against this
bill. It does not help the average guy.
Forget the ideology. It does not help
the average American.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
very happy to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, this bill
and this rule are useful in one sense,
and that is that it really shows what
the majority is all about. Truly, it
makes a mockery of all the talk about
bipartisanship. There was not, in the
last 24 hours, I think, 1 minute of dis-
cussion between the majority leader-
ship and the minority leadership.
There was no effort to dialogue with
the administration. Instead, I guess the
majority thought they would put to-
gether a stew of the bad and the good
and try to get this through.

There has been a lot of talk about
compassion in this campaign. This
makes a mockery out of the talk on
the majority side about compassion.
They delete provisions regarding preg-
nant women and children. They delete
the provision for people with Lou
Gehrig’s disease, just among a couple
of important aspects of this.

And then, look, hospitals in my dis-
trict, many of them are in trouble. And
so what they do is hand a bundle, 40
percent, to HMOs and they shortchange
the hospitals that really need it.

Whose side are they on?
So they want a Presidential veto. I

would have thought they would have
learned by now. They are going to get
one. The President will get on the
bully pulpit, as he can do so well, and
tell America what this bill is all about.

And I hope he takes that pulpit all
around this country. Because this puts
in place what Republicans are really
all about.

Halloween, it unmasks their efforts
on compassion. It takes the mask off
all of this talk about bipartisanship.
This is a totally partisan effort on
their part, and I think it will not pay
them dividends on November 7 and it
will hurt the American people.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I was not going to
speak on this. But listening to some of
this heated rhetoric, I really feel com-
pelled to respond.

I cannot really understand why these
people are so opposed to this bill. In
fact, we heard our colleague from New
Jersey just a few moments ago say
that this would not work.

I have to ask, what are we afraid of?
What is wrong with allowing 100 per-
cent deductibility for health insurance
for the self-employed? I mean, as far as
I am concerned, this Congress should
have done that a long time ago.

Look at the other provisions in this
bill. Now, I must tell my colleagues
that I am not a big fan of some of these
omnibus bills and putting a lot of
things that may not be related into the
same bills. But the truth of the matter
is, as I look through the provisions of
this bill, virtually every one of them is
going to benefit somebody.

Now, we do not have many HMOs in
my district. I would like to have HMOs.
I would like to give people more
choices. Now, we can argue whether
too much went to this particular group
and too much went to the other. There
is no such thing as a perfect balance.
But I think, on balance, this is a very
good bill. This does a lot of things for
an awful lot of people. I think the hos-
pitals, the nursing homes, the people
back in my district are going to be
very happy with this bill.

Now, how we got into this mess we
can all debate about. But this is the
right thing to do. And I have to ask my
colleagues, what are they afraid of?
What is it in this bill that somehow is
going to make matters worse for people
who need health care, for people who
need to go to nursing homes, for people
who want to deduct their health insur-
ance premiums, for those people who
want to make larger contributions to
their IRAs.

I mean, with the long list of good
things that is in this bill, I am some-
what surprised at the incredibly heated
rhetoric that we are hearing on this
rule.

So I stand in strong support of this
rule and in support of the underlying
bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), the Democratic leader of the
House.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to a Republican
tax package that reflects this Congress
at its worst. This package reveals the
larger flaws of the Republican tax phi-
losophy that have been on exhibit over
these past years, really a 6-year at-
tempt to give tax cuts to people and in-
stitutions that do not need them and
not giving tax relief to people and in-
stitutions that need tax relief.

First, there is nothing in this bill
that guarantees a single new school
will be built. The only thing we have
had from Republicans is a consistent
effort to fuzz the issue of who is for
school construction and who is against
it.

Two days ago, Republican leaders re-
jected the bipartisan Johnson-Rangel
bill supported by 228 Members, Demo-
crats and Republicans, to help districts
with school construction; and they
came up with a different plan that was
a day late and a dollar short.

The largest part of that plan creates
incentives that we think actually delay
school construction, and half the ben-
efit does not even go to school districts
but to bondholders, private investors,
not children, not principals, not teach-
ers, but bondholders.
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This is a typical ploy, part of an ef-
fort to fool people into thinking that
they support education. This has be-
come an exercise in illusion.

They put forward school construction
provisions that bear resemblance to
Democratic and bipartisan bills in
name only. They trudge to the Capitol
and hold press conferences a few hours
ago and talk about middle-class fair-
ness when nothing could be farther
from the truth. We call on the leader-
ship to bring up the bipartisan school
construction measure to help mod-
ernize our schools in the Labor-HHS-
Education bill. The Johnson-Rangel
bill reduces the burden on local tax-
payers struggling to finance new school
construction in their communities. We
further urge the leadership to set aside
their opposition and drop the tax cuts
that really do not perform a useful
function. They should provide enough
funding for teachers, emergency school
repairs, after-school programs, teacher
training and put all of these measures
in the Labor-HHS-Education bill so
that the President can sign a bill that
improves our schools this year in all of
these ways.

This package is just as flawed on the
health care side. After blocking an ef-
fective Patients’ Bill of Rights, an ef-
fective prescription drug benefit under
Medicare, now Republicans come for-
ward with a package that does not help
the vast majority of Americans or
square with the needs of working fami-
lies. The BBA piece does not do enough
for people and hospitals and gives too
much for HMOs. Their deductions will
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not substantially reduce the number of
Americans without health insurance,
they weaken employer-based health
coverage, and they do virtually noth-
ing for families who provide their own
long-term care.

We support restoring cuts to Medi-
care. We want tax relief. In fact, the
President and Democrats have put for-
ward a sensible bill that helps fix the
problems for providers and bene-
ficiaries in Medicare and Medicaid and
gives relief to families and hospitals
that truly need it. But Republicans
choose to go behind closed doors and
not tell us what is in their tax package
until a few hours before it comes on
the floor. They choose the path of con-
flict, not consensus. Dictation, not dia-
logue.

Well, the President is going to veto
this bill; and we are going to be right
back here where we started passing
more CRs because we were unable to do
the work of working with one another
to get the job done. The package we re-
ject today reflects the larger problems
with misplaced priorities, misplaced
tax cuts, and raids on Social Security.

Just today, a nonpartisan group of fi-
nancial experts predicted that Gov-
ernor Bush could not cut taxes and di-
vert Social Security payroll taxes
without blowing a huge hole in the
budget. The Nation’s best economists
and actuaries found that by 2015, Gov-
ernor Bush’s plan would return us to
the days of big deficits. His plan would
undermine Social Security, and we
would be headed right back to where
we were in a sea of red ink in the 1980s.
This makes clear that the Bush plan
would weaken Social Security and ruin
fiscal discipline.

So we are not getting our work done.
We are not hiring a single new teacher.
We are not improving a single new
school building. We have not spent a
dime on quality teaching and after-
school programs. We need to make the
passion and purpose of this Congress in
its closing days our children, our pub-
lic schools, our teachers, our parents,
our children, making sure that every
child in this society is a productive,
law-abiding citizen. We are now going
to have to pass a new CR every day be-
cause we are behind in our work. Let
us get to work together to find a con-
sensus to get these things done and get
them done in the next 2 days.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am confused. I was sent down here
to discuss the rule on a tax bill, and we
have just debated the Bush-Gore presi-
dential race. I am glad he got the time
to do it because it shows that those
folks in charge for 8 years did not get
any of the things done that he wanted
done.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. RANGEL. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). The gen-
tleman will state his point of order.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the Parliamentarian whether it is

within the rules of this House for a per-
son to discuss the presidential cam-
paign in the course of our legislative
debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
Members should conform their remarks
to the pending legislation.

Mr. LINDER. I do believe that is a
point I was making after the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
spoke that he did nothing but speak
about the presidential race.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule,
and I regret to say that I think it is a
sad day on this House floor when the
minority leader confuses issues so com-
pletely as to mislead the American
public. For him to say there is not one
penny in this bill for teacher training
or after-school care, is misleading.
Those things are in the appropriations
bill. That is, in the health and human
services appropriations bill, and we
will discuss that tomorrow; and I am
proud that in that bill there is more
money for public education than the
President asked for. It is a good bill.
But we will talk about that tomorrow.

This is a tax bill. Of course it does
not appropriate dollars for those pur-
poses. I am very proud that in this bill
we move from $400 million for school
construction to almost $16 billion to
help our towns and cities construct and
modernize their schools. Is it my bill
and the gentleman from New York’s
bill, which I thought was the best bill?
No, it is not exactly. But it does appor-
tion the money the way we did in our
bill, and it does put lots more money
out there. And yes, the money goes di-
rectly to the cities.

So to pretend that there is no help
for our towns and cities is misleading.
It may not be the $25 billion I wanted
or exactly the bill I thought was a bet-
ter distribution mechanism and I cer-
tainly do think the bill that the gen-
tleman from New York and I worked
out was the best. Nonetheless, this bill
does increase school construction fund-
ing dramatically, more than any other
year and more than any year when the
Democrats were in total control of this
House and the Senate. This is a great
leap forward for our towns and cities.

Let us look at Medicare. The Medi-
care section is far more money, by
about a third, than the President pro-
posed only a few weeks ago. The hos-
pitals are going to benefit. The home
health care agencies are going to ben-
efit. The nursing homes are going to
benefit. And frankly they are desperate
for that help. I would certainly hope
that the President does not veto this
when it not only provides more money
for Medicare providers than he pro-
posed, but also a bill of rights for Medi-
care recipients that participate in
Medicare+Choice plans. We have been
trying to do this for ages. The average
appeal time for a Medicare recipient
appealing a denial of care under Medi-

care is 500-plus days if it is in one part
of Medicare and almost 300 days in the
other part. Yes, I am sorry we did not
do a Patients’ Bill of Rights for people
under 65. But let us do Medicare Pa-
tients bill of Rights and add-backs so
the providers will flourish and be able
to provide care not only to our seniors
but our community hospitals will sur-
vive to provide care to everyone.

Let us also remember that this is a
great step forward in providing patient
rights for seniors under
Medicare+Choice. So maybe it is not
everything the President wants. He
was not very clear about that. His only
objection was in the managed care plus
choice plans where he said we were
doing too much. We are only doing 3
percent. That is less than we are doing
for hospitals, less than we are doing for
other providers, and those managed
care choice plans are providing more
for my low-income severely ill seniors
than Medicare is. That is why they like
them.

I am hearing more about the anguish
and fear of my seniors who are losing
their managed care choice plans than I
am about their desire for prescription
drugs. They want prescription drugs,
but they are panicked because they are
losing their managed care choice plans.
And they are not even eligible for
MediGap coverage. They either cannot
afford it, or they are excluded for pre-
existing conditions. So while the Presi-
dent says 3 percent is too much, it is
less than we are giving anybody else,
and these plans, until we modernize
Medicare and make it a better program
for all, these plans must be kept alive
because they are providing crucial care
for very poor and ill elderly.

And you know who is going under
next? It just amazes me. The next
group of plans to pull out are the group
that serves New York City and the sub-
urbs. It is the densely populated areas
where any plans are surviving at all.
They are the next to go out. Mark my
words, because we are only doing 3 per-
cent, our seniors in those areas are
going to suffer.

I want to say one other thing about
the tax provisions. As I walk through
the factories in my district, the small
factories where the factory owner is
not able to provide 100 percent of the
premiums for health care, the employ-
ees at the machines, the workers, are
carrying 50 percent of their premiums.
They will be able to deduct this cost
under this bill. The high earners al-
ready get full medical care, and the
company takes the deduction for their
premium. This is about the little guy
who either has to pay his own premium
or 50 percent of his premium.

This is a good bill. It goes to the
heart of working men’s needs and
working women’s needs for health care,
for opportunities for pension savings,
for jobs in our most debilitated urban
areas and for Medicare for our seniors.
Maybe it is not everything the Presi-
dent wants, but there is not anything
in here that most Members have not al-
ready voted for. Do not let the politics
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of the presidential race be the enemy
of progress for working people in Amer-
ica.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, is it
proper for a Member to say that a
Member is misleading the public by a
statement he makes here on the floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
rules of decorum in debate prohibit any
descent to personalities.

Mr. MOAKLEY. So it is not in order
for a Member to say that a Member in-
tentionally misled someone by his
statements?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If it is
an accusation of deceit, the gentleman
is correct.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, if a speak-
er on the floor makes a statement that
is incorrect and someone corrects the
statement, such as there is no money
in here for school construction and in
fact there is $15 billion, is that a state-
ment of derision against the speaker or
a correction of facts?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
rules of the House would distinguish
between deceit and mistake.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
that the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut is on the floor with all of her
candor. I would ask the gentlewoman
from Connecticut to pay particular at-
tention to what I am saying so that she
might take down my words if they ap-
pear to mislead. Because I know that
the President of these United States
has written to the Republican leader-
ship to say basically, Can we talk? Can
we talk taxes? Can we talk about a $250
billion tax cut over 10 years?

I know that. I also know that the Re-
publican leadership, rather than take
these tax issues to the United States
Congress, rather than take them to the
House of Representatives, rather than
take them to the committee which the
gentlewoman from Connecticut and I
are privileged to serve, sought not to
take it to the Committee on Ways and
Means. I would think the best way to
deal with this is to leave the floor be-
cause the deception that is going on
here today is that most people thought
that when we adjourned yesterday, we
adjourned yesterday.

I want my words taken down to say
that it is a fraud on the American peo-
ple to say that we adjourned yesterday
8 o’clock this morning in order to trick

the American people into believing
that yesterday is today. If you want to
take my words down, we will go to the
Parliamentarian and ask does that
make any sense.

Does it make any sense to have a tax
bill not come out of the tax com-
mittee? How dare them think that is
what is best. The gentlewoman from
Connecticut said that she and I had
come to a state of mind in terms of a
bill that has 230 cosponsors as to how
we can modernize and how we can con-
struct new schools.
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Would Republican leadership talk
with Democrats about how we could
work out something, like the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) and I have worked out? Would
they call the White House and ask
whether or not they can work out
something?

For whatever reason, the Repub-
licans are looking for a train wreck.
They are asking for a veto, because
each and every thing that the Presi-
dent has asked for they gave it to him,
but put in a poison pill with each and
every one of those things.

Sure, we want to improve the Med-
icaid and Medicare bill and give it
back. Why is it you leave out hospitals
and put in HMOs? There are things we
can do, not as Democrats, not as Re-
publicans, but as Members of Congress.

All of a sudden we are supposed to go
home now and say we do not need the
Congress. A handful of Republicans can
ignore the President; a handful of Re-
publicans. They do not go to the Re-
publican committee members, they do
not go to their Democrat counterparts,
they do not go to the President of the
United States. They just figure that
they are going to get out of here and
just are going to bring anything to the
floor.

Well, it is not going to work that
way. If we want to get out of here with
some semblance of mutual respect, if
we want to give credibility to the
House of Representatives, we have to
respect our committee system, and no
one is going to tell us what to do and
what to vote for and what to pass, and
the President reserves the right to
veto.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to
make note that the letter the Presi-
dent sent us after we had passed this
original bill in the spring of this year,
the letter he sent us that asked could
we sit down and talk about taxes, ar-
rived yesterday.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, the citizens of America en-
trust us with running their Nation. We
are going to be asked in less than 3
hours to vote on a 960-page document

that was just delivered to the House.
No one knows what is in it. There
could be a tax on handguns; there could
be a tax on cigarettes; they could bring
back prohibition. Neither the Speaker
of the House nor the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) have any idea
what is in this bill. But if the House
votes for it and the Senate votes for it,
it becomes the law of the land, until it
is repealed. That could take 1 year,
that could take 100 years.

This Nation squanders $1 billion on
interest on the debt. I hear my Repub-
lican colleagues say we finally turned a
profit. We have an $8 billion surplus for
the first time in 30 years. I would tell
you that surplus compared to the debt
is like a person who, for 30 years, has
been charging things to his Visa card
and finally breaks even at the end of 1
year and has $1,000 left, and says,
‘‘Honey, let’s go blow it,’’ ignoring the
fact that he is $686,000 in debt on his
credit cards. That is the comparison of
this year’s surplus to the accumulated
debt of $5.7 trillion.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy.

Would that the rule that we are de-
bating here today simply had given us
a tax bill that somebody may be able
to comprehend. As my colleague from
Mississippi pointed out, there is no-
body in this Chamber that knows ex-
actly what they are voting on.

I look forward to the debate later
today on the merits of the proposals
that we have heard argued briefly be-
fore us. But this rule snuck in provi-
sions that are extraneous to taxation.

I give you just one example: It does
not just overturn Oregon’s death with
dignity law, the only such provision in
the United States, but it would crim-
inalize the critical doctor-patient rela-
tionship dealing with the management
of pain.

This is something that is objected to
by a number of medical societies
around the country. Any thinking pro-
fessional who considers the potential of
criminalizing this sensitive relation-
ship understands on this basis alone it
calls for the rejection of the rule and
the underlying bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a no vote on the
previous question. Only by defeating
the previous question will the House be
allowed to vote on the Democratic al-
ternative.

Our plan would include an increase in
the minimum wage. Our plan would in-
clude targeted tax credits. It would
provide $25 billion in real school con-
struction and modernization financing
with the prevailing wage protections.
Our plan would improve Medicare,
Medicaid, children’s health benefits,
and would include many, many other
items.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the text of my amendment.
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PREVIOUS QUESTION AMENDMENT CONFERENCE

REPORT ON THE SMALL BUSINESS INVEST-
MENT ACT

At the end of the resolution insert the fol-
lowing;

‘‘Sec. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution,
the House shall be considered to have adopt-
ed a concurrent resolution introduced by
Representative Gephardt on October 26, 2000,
directing the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives to make corrections in the en-
rollment of the conference report on H.R.
2614 to amend the Small Business Invest-
ment Act to make improvements to the cer-
tified development company program, and
for other purposes. The concurrent resolu-
tion deemed to have been adopted by the
House shall consist of the Democratic alter-
native to the conference report including an
increase in the minimum wage, targeted tax
relief—including $25 billion in real school
construction and modernization financing
with prevailing wage protections—and Medi-
care, Medicaid and SCHIP benefit improve-
ments and protections, and other matter.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a list of 40 or 50 health care or-
ganizations, from the Federation of
American Hospitals, American Cancer
Society, et cetera, who are in support
of this bill and the provisions in it.

FEDERATION OF AMERICAN HOSPITALS,
Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.

Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader of the U.S. Senate, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR LEADER(s): On behalf of the nation’s

1,700 privately-owned and managed hospitals,
the Federation of American Hospitals is
pleased to offer its strong support of the
Medicare, Medicaid & S-CHIP Beneficiary
Improvement & Protection Act of 2000. In
the wake of the unintentionally negative im-
pact of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997
(BBA), hospitals and health providers across
the country have struggled financially,
straining their ability to provide quality pa-
tient services. This legislation is a major
step toward addressing some of the excesses
in the BBA, and restoring stability to our
health care delivery system.

By providing hospitals with a full inflation
update for fiscal year 2001, Congress will
allow us to be better prepared to meet the
costs of delivering care to the millions of pa-
tients that we annually serve. By addressing
excessive reductions in Medicaid, in Medi-
care Disproportionate Share payments, and
in payments for indigent care, the bill tar-
gets its assistance at the precise payment
policies that have so negatively impacted
hospitals in recent years. Would hospitals
like more relief, for a longer duration, in-
cluding the restoration of our full inflation
update for 2002? Certainly, but we appreciate
the significant assistance of this bill. Above
all, we want to ensure that the relief that is
included in this package becomes low before
Congress adjourns.

In addition to the broader provisions that
impact all hospitals, the bill also includes
significant provisions to assist rural hos-
pitals, hundreds of whom are Federation
members. Among numerous important rural
provisions, the changes to the Medicare DSH
program thresholds that will allow far more
rural hospitals to participate, may be the
most important. Many struggling hospitals
in rural communities, serving predominantly

low-income populations, will receive vital
new assistance that will allow them to main-
tain services to poor Medicare patients.

Finally, this summer, after many years of
development, hospitals moved to outpatient
prospective payment (PPS). Despite im-
provements under the new outpatient PPS,
beneficiary copayments remain high for
some services due to historical design flaws
in the program. This bill will significantly
reduce many of those copayments, lowering
costs to seniors.

These are just a few of the many positive
provisions that have been included in this
legislation to help patients and their health
care providers. As a result, the Federation
strongly supports the Medicare, Medicaid &
S-CHIP Beneficiary Improvement & Protec-
tion Act of 2000. We will work with Congress
and the President to encourage its swift en-
actment.

We look forward to working with Congress
and the Administration to further educate
our leaders on the difficulties facing our
health providers. Both the President and
Congress have shown a significant apprecia-
tion for the reimbursement problems facing
our hospitals, and we hope that we can con-
tinue this dialogue. Only with a sustained bi-
partisan dialogue can our hospitals, and our
biggest insurer—the government—continue
to provide the world’s finest health care in
an increasingly complex fiscal environment.

Sincerely,
THOMAS A. SCULLY,

President & CEO.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY
HEALTH CENTERS, INC.,

Washington, DC, October 18, 2000.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, United States

Capitol Building, Washington, DC.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, United

States Capitol Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER LOTT AND SPEAKER

HASTERT: On behalf of the National Associa-
tion of Community Health Centers (NACHC),
thank you for your efforts to protect health
care access for more than 11.5 million medi-
cally underserved Americans by including
the Medicaid prospective payment system
for Federally qualified health centers in the
final version of BBA relief legislation.

As you know, the BBA eliminated a funda-
mental underpinning of America’s health
center safety net by phasing-out and eventu-
ally terminating the Medicaid cost-based re-
imbursement system for Federally qualified
health centers. Health centers believe that
your efforts to include a new prospective
payment system for health centers in your
BBA relief legislation is essential to their
continued survival and will ensure that they
remain a viable part of America’s health
care safety net.

Thank you again for your commitment to
protecting health centers through your BBA
relief legislation. Enactment of this prospec-
tive payment system is essential to protect
the struggling health care safety net and
will ensure the place of health centers in
providing access to care for millions of unin-
sured Americans. We stand ready to work
with you to make meaningful BBA relief for
health centers a reality.

Please feel free to contact me if there is
anything that I can do for you.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. VAN COVERDEN,

President and CEO.

AMERICAN MEDICAL REHABILITATION
PROVIDERS ASSOCIATION,

Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, Dirksen Sen-

ate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: The American Med-
ical Rehabilitation Providers Association
(AMRPA) thanks you for your leadership in
securing passage of the ‘‘Medicare Medicaid
and SCHIP Beneficiary Protection Improve-
ment Act of 2000.’’ This legislation will pro-
vide crucial and immediate relief to Medi-
care providers adversely affected by cuts im-
posed by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997
(BBA 97). We strongly support its immediate
passage.

In particular, we would like to thank you
for ensuring inclusion of two provisions ad-
dressing concerns of the rehabilitation hos-
pital industry. Section 305 of the Act will
eliminate, for FY 2002, a two percent cut on
overall rehabilitation spending imposed by
BBA 97. This provision will help shore up the
financial strength of the industry as we
begin the transition to a prospective pay-
ment system (PPS). Section 305 of the Act
also gives rehabilitation facilities which are
ready to proceed immediately to full PPS re-
imbursement the opportunity to do so, rath-
er than requiring them to gradually transi-
tion over a two-year period as in BBA 97.
Fully funding this provision helps to ensure
the ability of rehabilitation providers to pro-
vide high quality, cost-effective care during
the PPS transition.

As indicated in MedPac’s June 1999 report
citing the decrease in rehabilitation hospital
margins to 1.8%, rehabilitation hospitals na-
tionwide have been hurt substantially by
funding cuts under the Balanced Budget Act
of 1997. If additional funding becomes avail-
able for short-term relief for providers, we
respectfully request that you consider mak-
ing the 2% restoration effective July 1, 2001
and extending the psych hospital provision
in Section 306 to include rehabilitation hos-
pitals and units.

Please know that your leadership is appre-
ciated by the rehabilitation hospital indus-
try, and by hundreds of thousands of reha-
bilitation patients served by rehabilitation
hospitals nationwide. We hope we can count
on Congressional intervention for future ad-
ditional financial relief for rehabilitation
hospitals. Thank you again.

Sincerely,
EDWARD A. ECKENHOFF,

Chairman.

HEALTH SOUTH,
Birmingham, AL, October 19, 2000.

Hon. JIM MCCRERY,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCCRERY: Please
accept this as my sincere thanks and appre-
ciation for all of your efforts with the ‘‘Medi-
care Refinement and Benefits Improvement
Act of 2000.’’ It is because of men such as
yourself that give their attention to matters
of concern to all people that we are able to
make progress in much needed areas.

Rehabilitation hospitals across the nation
will benefit from this legislation but greater
still will be the benefit to the patients. Your
help and continued support of this issue is
again deeply appreciated.

Best regards,
RICHARD M. SCRUSHY,

Chairman of the Board & Chief Executive
Officer.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11218 October 26, 2000
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF LONG

TERM HOSPITALS,
Stoughton, MA, October 19, 2000.

Via Facsimile Only
Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Chairman, Committee on House Administration,

Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,
Senator, Hart Senate Office Building, Wash-

ington, DC.
Hon. MICHAEL BILIRAKIS,
Representative, Rayburn House Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS, SENATOR ROTH

AND REPRESENTATIVE BILIRAKIS: I am writing
you in my capacity as President of the Na-
tional Association of Long Term Hospitals
(‘‘NALTH’’) to express the strongest possible
support for Medicare program and payment
refinements which are presently pending be-
fore Congress. Long term hospitals are par-
ticularly dependent on Medicare program
policy. Typically 60% to 70% of all patients
admitted for inpatient services in long term
hospitals are Medicare beneficiaries. These
individuals constitute perhaps the most pro-
foundly ill and disabled segment of Medicare
beneficiaries since they all require an atypi-
cally long hospital stay and specialized pro-
grams of care.

Congressional proposals relating to long
term hospitals implement long standing bi-
partisan recommendations of policy makers
to achieve the development of a long term
hospital prospective payment system and, in
the interim, to equalize the payment system.
These payment and policy changes are des-
perately needed in order to support the mul-
titude of programs and dedicated personnel
who serve this very vulnerable Medicare pop-
ulation.

I wish to underscore that the failure to im-
plement these provisions, at this time in
light of past reductions of payments to long
term hospitals, would have an immediate
and direct adverse affect on hospital employ-
ees and programs.

NALTH is appreciative of the thoughtful
approach which Congress has taken on these
issues and is mindful that it is important
that the entire hospital industry achieve a
baseline of economic health in order to sup-
port the continuum of care which is so im-
portant to Medicare beneficiaries.

We believe it is important that the Presi-
dent assume a leadership role with his col-
leagues in Congress and approve all Medicare
refinements proposed by Congress.

I wish to thank members of Congress for
all of their efforts to secure and improve the
Medicare program with this very important
legislation.

Sincerely,
GERALDINE BRUECKNER,

President.

ACUTE LONG TERM HOSPITAL
ASSOCIATION,

Alexandria, VA, October 19, 2000.
Hon. JIM MCCRERY,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCCRERY: On behalf
of the nearly 100 hospital-members of the
Acute Long Term Hospital Association
(ALTHA), I would like to express our sin-
cerest gratitude for your leadership and com-
mitment toward ensuring final passage of
the Medicare Refinement and Benefits Im-
provement Act of 2000. We are particularly
grateful for your strong efforts to secure in-
clusion of the following provisions: Sec. 210,
which increases potential reimbursements
and requires HCFA to develop a workable
PPS system by October 1, 2002, and ensures
that long term care hospitals, and only long
term care hospitals (as defined by law) will
be eligible for reimbursement under the new

system; Sec. 404, which imposes a 2 grand-
father clause on HCFA’s pending provider-
based status rule, and substitutes HCFA’s
‘‘75/75 zip code’’ scheme with a more reason-
able 35-mile zone provision; and Sec. 202,
which increases reimbursement for bad debt.

Please do all you can to ensure these provi-
sions remain and the bill is passed into law
in this session of Congress. Once again, we
greatly appreciate your leadership and
strong efforts on behalf of our patients and
our hospitals.

Sincerely,
S. BRADLEY TRAVERSE,

Executive Director.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CHILDREN’S HOSPITALS,

Alexandria, VA, October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Health, Committee

on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Na-
tional Association of Children’s Hospitals
(N.A.C.H.), I am writing to thank you for
your recognition of the different financial
circumstances of children’s hospitals and
your efforts to address their concerns with
the Medicare outpatient prospective pay-
ment system (OPPS).

In particular, we appreciate the inclusion
of a change in the application of the Medi-
care OPPS to children’s hospitals in both the
Ways and Means Health Subcommittee’s
‘‘Medicare Benefit and Improvement Act’’
and the consolidated legislation you are de-
veloping to amend those health related pro-
visions of the ‘‘Balanced Budget Act of 1997,’’
which threaten to jeopardize the financial
stability of different health care providers.
Your proposal will treat children’s hospitals
the same as cancer hospitals for purposes of
Medicare OPPS implementation, which will
ensure that children’s hospitals are effec-
tively held financially harmless.

This legislative action is important to
take into account the disproportionately
large adverse effect that the Medicare OPPS
could have on children’s hospitals’ ability to
serve those children who qualify for Medi-
care. It is even more important to dem-
onstrate to other payers of health care,
which seek to model their reimbursement
systems on Medicare’s, that without adjust-
ment, the adoption of the OPPS system used
by Medicare can put children’s hospitals at
financial risk and would be inappropriate.

Any change in outpatient reimbursement
methodology, such as the new Medicare
OPPS, which does not reflect children’s
unique health care needs, can significantly
affect children’s hospitals’ fiscal health over-
all, because the volume of outpatient care
they provide is substantial and the greatest
growth in their patient care is in outpatient
services. For example, on average in FY 1998,
a typical large freestanding children’s acute
care hospital provided care for children in
more than 220,000 outpatient visits, eight
percent more than in FY 1997.

Thank you again for focusing on the
unique outpatient needs of children’s hos-
pitals.

Sincerely,
PETERS D. WILLSON,

Vice President for Public Policy.

KENNEDY KRIEGER INSTITUTE,
Baltimore, MD, October 19, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM ROTH,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, Dirksen

Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: On behalf of Ken-

nedy-Krieger, a unique children’s hospital
which addresses the needs of children with
severe disabilities, we are expressing our en-
thusiastic support for the conference report

on the Medicare and Medicaid refinements
legislation.

Included in the bill is a provision which
treats children’s hospitals in the same man-
ner as cancer hospitals with respect to the
Medicare hospital outpatient prospective
payment system (OPPS). This provision will
be of great assistance to us as we work to
serve out community by performing at the
highest level while providing the greatest
value possible for those children who obtain
services through the Medicare program.

We respectfully request that this provision
become law this year, and we are grateful for
your efforts.

Sincerely,
GARY GOLDSTEIN, M.D.,

President.

RURAL HEALTH CLINICS,
Washington, DC, October 18, 2000.

Hon. DENNY HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT AND MAJORITY
LEADER LOTT: This letter is written in sup-
port of the agreement you have reached on
Medicare and Medicaid refinements legisla-
tion. As you know, this bill makes a number
of important changes that will greatly en-
hance the ability of Rural Health Clinics to
continue to deliver high-quality, cost-effec-
tive health care in underserved rural com-
munities. We are particularly pleased that
you have included the language of the Safety
Net Preservation Act of 1999.

We are urging you colleagues in the House
and Senate to support your package of
changes and we are also asking President
Clinton to support this package as well. We
believe it is extremely important that Con-
gress and President Clinton act on your pro-
posal as quickly as possible. As you know,
Rural Health Clinics are particularly vulner-
able to the adverse effects of low Medicaid
payments and your proposal ensures that
Medicaid payments for RHC services are pre-
dictable and adequate.

This legislation represents a major im-
provement in the Medicare and Medicaid
programs for both providers and bene-
ficiaries. Your hard work and dedication to
improving access to care for underserved
population is is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
BILL FINERFROCK,

Executive Director.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF URBAN
CRITICAL ACCESS HOSPITALS,
Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.

Hon. THOMAS BLILEY, Jr.
Chairman, House Commerce Committee, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: On behalf of the

National Association of Urban Critical Ac-
cess Hospitals (NAUCAH), I would like to
thank you for this opportunity to comment
on your agreement on the Medicare and Med-
icaid Refinement legislation. We are appre-
ciative of congressional efforts to restore
funding for hospitals significantly impacted
by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA).
NAUCAH supports several of the provisions
contained in this restoration package aimed
at providing additional relief from the dev-
astating impact of the BAA for hospitals
that treat a large number of low-income sen-
iors.

NAUCAH is a nationwide coalition of pri-
vate, non-profit, large urban hospitals that
treat a significant number of Medicare and
Medicaid patients. Approximately 275 hos-
pitals in the U.S. today meet these criteria.
Urban critical access hospitals are very
much a part of the health care safety net in
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the U.S. today. In most communities in
which they are located, they are the primary
sources of care for the urban elderly and
poor, if not the only source.

Because of our significant number of low-
income seniors, the impact of the BBA Bad
Debt reduction, the Medicare Dispropor-
tionate Share Payments reductions, and
Medicaid Disproportionate Share Hospital
limit reductions is particularly burdensome
on NAUCAH hospitals. NAUCAH hospitals
rely on these payments for their survival.

NAUCAH strongly supports the provision
in your restoration package, which provides
for the immediate restoration of Medicare
bad debt reimbursement from 55 percent to
70 percent. NAUCAH hospitals, by definition,
treat a large number of low-income seniors
who are the poorest and often sickest of the
elderly. Low-income seniors, at or near the
poverty level, are the most likely Medicare
beneficiaries to be unable to pay their co-
payments and deductibles. Consequently,
NAUCAH hospitals have higher proportions
of Medicare bad debt than other hospitals
and reductions in these payments impact our
hospitals to a greater degree than other hos-
pitals. You have shown your understanding
of the significant financial impact Medicare
bad debt payments have on hospitals like
ours by your willingness to increase the level
of Medicare bad debt funding.

NAUCAH also supports the provision of
your package, which freezes the BBA reduc-
tions in the Medicaid Disproportionate Share
Hospital (Medicaid DSH) program for fiscal
year 2001 and then correspondingly increases
funding by the CPI. As you know, our hos-
pitals provide a large amount of care to Med-
icaid recipients. Restoration of the Medicaid
DSH limits will ensure that our state Med-
icaid agencies will not have to reduce our
Medicaid revenues. However, our state Med-
icaid programs generally like to plan for
longer terms than one year. It is difficult to
predict how our state Medicaid agencies will
react to short term changes in federal policy.
This in turn makes it difficult for us to plan
for the future, since we depend on these pay-
ments for a significant portion of our overall
revenue. For this reason, while we are
pleased with your provision for Medicaid
DSH, we would have preferred a policy that
would have lasted for a longer period to
allow stability in our state Medicaid pro-
grams. Nonetheless, we cannot overstate our
appreciation for a one-year freeze and we
hope that we have convinced you that a
long-term freeze of the Medicaid DSH reduc-
tion is important and will be seriously con-
sidered when this issue is discussed in the fu-
ture.

In addition to Medicaid DSH, Medicare dis-
proportionate share hospital payments
(Medicare DSH) are an important part of the
overall revenue of NAUCAH hospitals. Medi-
care DSH payments are made as part of the
Medicare inpatient program and are in-
tended to help ensure Medicare beneficiaries
access to hospitals in their communities
which might be impacted by the significant
number of low-income patients they treat.
NAUCAH supports your provision that
freezes reductions to Medicare DSH and fully
restores Medicare DSH in 2003.

We strongly believe that any revisions to
the current Medicare DSH program that
would increase the numbers of hospitals eli-
gible for Medicare DSH payments or increase
payments to some sets of hospitals, requires
additional funding rather than reductions in
payments to hospitals that presently receive
Medicare DSH funds. NAUCAH hospitals are
an integral part of the nation’s safety net
and cannot afford reductions in Medicare
DSH payments if they are to continue to
serve in this capacity. NAUCAH supports
your language that provides additional Medi-

care DSH payments to rural and small urban
hospitals without taking money away from
large urban providers.

Once again, NAUCAH appreciates this op-
portunity for input. While we continue to
ask that a provision to freeze the Medicaid
DSH reductions for an additional year be
added to the restoration package if an oppor-
tunity to do so becomes available this year,
we are pleased that the concerns of the na-
tion’s private safety-net hospitals were seri-
ously considered as this year’s legislation
was being crafted. The much-needed relief is
sincerely appreciated. It is clear to us that
you are concerned about the role that Medi-
care and Medicaid programs play in financ-
ing the safety-net for NAUCAH hospitals and
that you considered our requests to be nec-
essary and reasonable.

We look forward to working with you in
the future on these issues so vital to the
health care needs of America’s low-income
city residents.

Sincerely,
CHARLES L. DEBRUNNER,

Executive Director.

AMERICAN MEDICAL
GROUP ASSOCIATION,

October 19, 2000.
Senator TRENT LOTT,
Senate Majority Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATER LOTT: As the 106th Congress
enters its final session, the American Med-
ical Group Association (AMGA) would like to
take this opportunity to commend members
of Congress for their hard work and diligence
on a Medicare ‘‘givebacks’’ bill. The Bene-
ficiary Improvement and Protection Act of
2000 (BIPA) is a positive step in restoring
many of the unanticipated cuts suffered by
Medicare providers as a result of the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA). AMGA has
had an opportunity to view the bill in its en-
tirety and would like to offer our full en-
dorsement.

AMGA represents over 300 medical practice
groups employing over 60,000 physicians in 41
states. Our members are the physician pro-
viders for over 30 million patients. AMGA
members are among the largest and most
prestigious medical groups in the country
and include such renowned organizations as
the Mayo Foundation, the Palo Alto Medical
Foundation, the Lahey Clinic, the Henry
Ford Health System, the Cleveland Clinic,
and the Permanent Federation, Inc. AMGA’s
mission is to improve the health care envi-
ronment by advancing accessible, high qual-
ity, cost-effective, patient-centered and phy-
sician-directed health care.

There are several aspects of the bill that
we feel would greatly benefit our members.
AMGA specifically supports the following
provisions:

AMGA supports the elimination of the pay-
ment reductions for Indirect Medical Edu-
cation (IME).

AMGA supports the clarification of physi-
cian certification.

AMGA supports a Medicare demonstration
project for group practices.

AMGA supports provisions relating to the
increased reimbursement for medicine serv-
ices.

AMGA applauds the additional relief for
rural hospitals. This is important to our
members that provide access to basic health
care services for Medicare and Medicaid
beneficiaries.

AMGA believes that many of the managed
care provisions will not only be beneficial to
our members but will also afford better care
to the patients we serve. AMGA specifically
supports several provisions in the bill relat-
ing to managed care:

AMGA supports a $475 floor as well as the
$525 urban floor for metropolitan statistical

areas with populations of 250,000 people or
more as current reimbursement amounts are
inadequate.

AMGA supports the 10% phase-in of the
risk adjuster, which will greatly benefit indi-
viduals with chronic conditions.

AMGA supports expansion of application of
entry bonus payments in 2001 that will facili-
tate greater participation from all health
care providers.

AMGA enthusiastically supports and ap-
plauds BIPA, and believes that it represents
a significant step in the right direction of re-
storing equity to health care providers. Each
of the provisions mentioned above will not
only allow AMGA members to continue to
participate in the Medicare program but also
facilitate it. We encourage members of Con-
gress to work together in a bipartisan man-
ner to make sure this bill is passed and
signed into law. We encourage Democrats
and Republicans to come together to vote for
this bill, as it will greatly enhance the avail-
ability of health care services to all Medi-
care beneficiaries. Lastly, we encourage the
President to sign this bill and restore many
of the unanticipated cuts.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

DONALD W. FISHER, PH.D., CAE
President and Chief Executive Officer.

MISSISSIPPI HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION,
Jackson, MS, October 23, 2000.

Hon. TRENT LOTT,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LOTT: On behalf of the Mis-
sissippi Hospital Association I want to ex-
press our appreciation for the exemplary
work that you have done in regard to the
House/Senate GOP package for Balanced
Budget Act relief. The $28 billion five-year
package, which includes $10 billion in assist-
ance to hospitals, is a vital step in providing
them relief from the unintended con-
sequences of the ’97 BBA.

I understand the tough position with which
you are faced in attempting to balance the
needs of numerous constituencies, the House
of Representatives and the White House.

Thank you for your support of the hospital
industry and the patients and families we
serve.

Sincerely,
SAM W. CAMERON,

President and CEO.

October 19, 2000.
Hon. FRED THOMPSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR THOMPSON: On behalf of
more than 150 hospitals and health systems
in Tennessee, I would like to thank you and
your staff for your continued support of
meaningful relief from the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997 (BBA). We sincerely appreciate
your diligent efforts to provide ‘‘give backs’’
to providers for some of the unintended
Medicare cuts that are quickly approaching
two times the amount that Congress origi-
nally intended.

We applaud your committee’s work as the
first to endorse the notion of a two-year full
inpatient market basket update—an idea
that THA strongly supports. In the remain-
der of the draft compromise language, I am
confident that you have also created some
real relief in many of the provisions as in-
cluded by your committee. Specifically, we
continue to strongly support your:

increases in the inpatient, outpatient, SNF
and home health market basket updates;

increases for Medicare bad debt reimburse-
ment;

improvements in Medicare DSH both in
terms of overall payments and qualifying
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thresholds between urban and rural pro-
viders;

delay of the home health cuts another
year—as well as other operational improve-
ments;

increases to teaching hospitals via im-
provements in IME and GME payments;

other targeted fixes for rural, psychiatric,
rehabilitation, and other providers.

While these provisions (along with the
fixes from last year) are very helpful to pro-
viders, they still only partially address the
problems with the BBA. Therefore, I urge
you to eliminate the remaining two years of
reductions in the hospital inpatient system
and ask that no additional reductions be
made in FY 2003 and beyond. Additionally,
we ask that you fully restore Medicare bad
debt payments and eliminate the 15% reduc-
tion in home care payments.

As you know, without these relief meas-
ures, the BBA will continue to have a dev-
astating effect on the providers in your home
state. Coupled with the increasing levels of
uncompensated care from TennCare and
charity care, these cuts cannot be sustained
and will continue to erode the health care in-
frastructure in Tennessee.

Given the projections for the budget sur-
plus in coming years, we are asking for noth-
ing more than adequate reimbursements to
providers to cover their costs of delivering
care. As evidenced by your support thus far,
you and the Senate Finance Committee fully
understand the repercussions of a failure to
provide anything short of significant, sub-
stantial BBA relief—and we thank you for
that.

Again, senator, we truly appreciate your
continued work on behalf of our providers
and their patients and communities. I am
hopeful that you and the Committee will
continue to support these non-partisan ef-
forts to restore provider payments and urge
the Administration to do the same.

Sincerely.
CRAIG A. BECKER, FACHE

President.

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS SYSTEM,
Austin, TX, October 19, 2000.

Chairman BILL ROTH,
Senate Finance Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: At your request we

have reviewed the broad outlines of your leg-
islation to provide much needed relief to
health care providers, more specifically your
provisions to help our Nation’s teaching hos-
pitals. We fully recognize the enormity of
this task—seeking to provide assistance that
is fair, balanced and appropriate among
equally compelling claims from providers all
across the health care system. Striking a
balance among these competing needs while
continuing to address the long-term solvency
of the Medicare Trust Fund is the challenge.
We appreciate your dedication to these goals
and your willingness to consider that assist-
ance to America’s teaching hospitals is in
the long-term interest of preserving our
world preeminence in research and medical
advancement.

In particular, we believe that provisions
addressing Medicare’s Direct (DGME) and in-
direct Graduate Medical Education (IME)
programs, and those provisions addressing
the Medicaid Disportionate Hospital Share
(DSH) program, represent a good faith at-
tempt on the part of Congress to correct the
largely unforeseen inequities that arose from
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA). Each
of our Nation’s teaching hospitals and aca-
demic health centers confronts different fi-
nancial constraints and pressures, the result
of a constantly changing, evolving health
system.

We congratulate you for your efforts and
skill in writing a balanced legislative pack-

age that addresses many of our needs, and we
commend your dedication to sound policies
in support of academic medicine and the stu-
dents and patients that we serve.

Sincerely,
CHARLES B. MULLINS, M.D.

Executive Vice Chancellor for Health Affairs.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF PSYCHIATRIC HEALTH SYSTEMS,

Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM THOMAS,
Chairman, House Ways and Means Health Sub-

committee, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: On behalf of the
National Association of Psychiatric Health
Systems, I want to express our gratitude to
you for including in the House-Senate Medi-
care relief package the provision that would
provide a 1% bonus increase in TEFRA pay-
ments to psychiatric hospitals and units of
general hospitals. We support passage of this
bill in the House and oppose a presidential
veto.

This financial relief is very much needed,
as demonstrated in MedPAC’s June 2000 Re-
port to Congress. MedPAC data shows a post-
1977 Balanced Budget Act (BBA) decline in
Medicare margins (from 2.6%¥2.3%) for psy-
chiatric facilities—findings that are con-
sistent with an earlier financial impact anal-
ysis of the effects of the BBA on psychiatric
facilities prepared for NAPHS by Health Eco-
nomics Research, Inc. Compounding these
BBA payment reductions has been an 11-year
decline in the value of employer-provided be-
havioral benefits, according to a 1999 study
by the Hay Group.

For these reasons, we are grateful for your
efforts needed financial relief to psychiatric
hospitals and support House passage of the
Medicare package with the 1% bonus in-
crease for psychiatric facilities.

Sincerely,
MARK COVALL,
Executive Director.

HEALTH CARE LEADERSHIP COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Chairman, Ways and Means Subcommittee on

Health, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC

DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: The Healthcare
Leadership Council (HLC) urges that Con-
gress pass and the President sign Medicare
refinement and benefits improvement legis-
lation. This legislation will provide signifi-
cant and much needed relief for Medicare
providers and plans while also enhancing
benefits and allowing quicker access to med-
ical innovations for beneficiaries.

The HLC is comprised of chief executives
of America’s leading health care organiza-
tions, representing a cross section of the en-
tire industry. Our members represent com-
munity and teaching hospitals, pharma-
ceutical companies, Medicare+Choice plans,
medical technology companies and other or-
ganizations providing products and services
to Medicare beneficiaries. They know first-
hand the serious effects Medicare payment
reductions have on the delivery of services to
Medicare beneficiaries. While this package
will not restore all of the reductions enacted
in 1997, it will provide substantial immediate
relief to help stabilize the Medicare program.

It is imperative that this legislation be en-
acted to assure that Medicare beneficiaries
receive the highest quality care and cov-
erage and so we can lay a solid foundation
for achieving comprehensive Medicare re-
form in the near future.

We look forward to working with you to
achieve enactment of this important legisla-
tion.

Sincerely,
MARY R. GREALY,

President.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR HOME CARE,
Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM THOMAS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Health, Committee

on Ways and Means, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Many thanks for once
again providing leadership to help blunt
some of the unintended consequences of the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA). Your ef-
forts, as always, are greatly appreciated.

Balancing concerns about fiscal responsi-
bility with the interests of Medicare bene-
ficiaries and the providers that serve them is
a very difficult job. We are grateful that you
have offered to delay the scheduled 15 per-
cent cut for an additional year, to provide a
full market-basket inflation update for fiscal
year 2001, and to extend periodic interim
payments for two months. These provisions
will be of great help to home health agencies
and the patients they serve. However, with
all due respect, as the benefit most hard-hit
by the BBA, home health providers and the
patients they serve are in need of additional
support in order to further stabilize the pro-
gram and enhance access to needed care.

As you know, under the BBA, home health
outlays dropped 54 percent in a two-year pe-
riod and the total number of beneficiaries
served dropped by nearly 1 million. The BBA
has exacted $70 billion from the home health
program, more than four times the $16 bil-
lion savings target set by the Congress. The
number of home health agencies has dropped
by about one-third, and the budgets of those
agencies remaining have dropped by close to
40 percent.

We urge your further consideration of sev-
eral proposals that are designed to help
shore up the ailing home health program—
specifically, requiring payment for non-rou-
tine medical supplies on a fee schedule rath-
er than as part of the prospective payment
base payments (this proposal would be budg-
et-neutral); increasing allowable expendi-
tures for high cost, outlier patients; and ad-
ditional payments for care provided to rural
patients. Senator William Roth has seen fit
to include these provisions in a bipartisan
legislative package he has proposed, and we
would encourage you to work with your col-
leagues to address these areas as you finalize
the BBA refinements package.

Your assistance in this regard will be
greatly appreciated—not only by the home
health agencies, doctors, nurses, and home
health aides that provide these important
services, but also by the millions of vulner-
able Medicare beneficiaries that rely on us
for their care and protection.

Many thanks for your thoughtful consider-
ation of our requests.

Sincerely,
VAL J. HALAMANDARIS,

President.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR HOMECARE,
Alexandria, VA, October 19, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM THOMAS,
Subcommittee on Health, Longworth House Of-

fice Building, Washington DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: The American As-

sociation for Homecare representing over
3,000 home nursing and durable medical
equipment providers supports enactment of
the legislation crafted by the House and the
Senate health policymakers.

Recognizing the current proposal refines
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 for the fiscal
year 2001, the Association would like to
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thank you for your efforts to support
homecare. The following provisions will help
homecare providers within the next year by:

Restoring the durable medical equipment
providers CPI for fiscal year 2001;

Delaying any reduction of payment by
HCFA of the average wholesale pricing for
drugs to ensure patient access to quality
equipment and supplies with a study by the
General Accounting Office;

Restoring the home health market basket
update for fiscal year 2001;

Extending the home health periodic in-
terim payments for two months;

Clarifying the definition of homebound to
permit home health services to be furnished
to patients in adult day care settings;

Delaying the 15% cut for home health serv-
ices for one-year; and,

Requesting a study to review the consoli-
dated billing requirements under PPS.

As you know, the homecare industry has
undergone significant reductions that have
resulted in the lack of patient access to
needed medical services and supplies. The
latest figures show a reduction of more than
50% from 1997 to 1999 with over one million
eligible Medicare beneficiaries who are no
longer receiving homecare services. The As-
sociation continues to strongly advocate for
complete elimination of the additional 15%
cut to home health services. This provision
has both wide-spread, bi-partisan Congres-
sional as well as consumer support, and we
look forward to working with you on a Medi-
care proposal in the future that will help to
address this issue.

The Association would appreciate your
consideration of the following technical
changes to the legislative proposal:

Require the Medicare Payment Advisory
Commission (MedPAC) to study the neces-
sity of the 15% cut for home health services
rather than the General Accounting Office;
and,

Expedite the requirement by the General
Accounting Office to study the consolidated
billing provisions under the home health
PPS and impose a delay of the requirement
until such study is completed. If this is not
feasible, require HCFA to suspend medical
review on both DME and home health pro-
viders until clear guidance by HCFA and its
Medicare contractors has been issued to pro-
viders.

Thank you for your consideration on these
two technical changes. Once again, the
American Association for Homecare greatly
appreciates your efforts to help homecare
providers, and we look forward to working
with you next year on these important
issues.

Sincerely,
THOMAS A. CONNAUGHTON,

President and CEO.

AMERICAN FEDERATION
OF HOMECARE PROVIDERS, INC.,
Silver Spring, MD, October 19, 2000.

Congressman WILLIAM THOMAS,
Chairman, House Ways and Means Health Sub-

committee, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN THOMAS: The American
Federation of HomeCare Providers appre-
ciates your addressing several issues of crit-
ical importance to Medicare participating
home health agencies in your Medicare re-
finement legislation. Our members are pri-
marily freestanding providers, the majority
of which have been severely affected by the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

We are pleased that you have included a
provision to postpone for another year, to
October 1, 2002, the additional 15 percent re-
imbursement reduction, and that you have
provided for an update of 2.2 percent of the
HHRG rates for the second half of Fiscal
Year 2001, adding back $1.3 billion in finding
over a five-year period. Extension of PIP for
two months will assist providers who might

otherwise be financially destabilized by the
unadjusted rates and payment disruptions in
the initial phase of home health PPS. In ad-
dition, you have indicated your desire to ad-
dress the issues of non-routine medical sup-
plies, the definition of ‘‘homebound’’ and
branch office policy, commissioning GAO
studies in all three cases, and clarified the
role of telemedicine in the home care set-
ting. We are appreciative.

It is critical to the survival of home health
providers, however, that the 15 percent re-
duction be permanently eliminated. Addi-
tionally, it is imperative that the issue of ac-
cess to home care services for medically
complex and high cost patients be addressed,
perhaps as envisioned in Congressman John
Peterson’s legislation. While your bill ad-
dresses issues related to the new prospective
payment system, we have outstanding con-
cerns about patients who lost their access
through the strictures of the Interim Pay-
ment System, which cut $79 billion from the
benefit. And for the sake of the effective ad-
ministration of the home care benefit, con-
solidated billing of non-routine medical sup-
plies should be addressed forthwith, by sim-
ply eliminating the requirement and reim-
bursing on a fee schedule basis.

We urge you to continue to work with
other Members of Congress and the Adminis-
tration in the next few days to address these
pressing concerns, which as they related to
access for complex and high cost patients
can be a matter of life and death. We want to
work with you and your colleagues the rest
of this session, and early in the next Con-
gress, for restoration of beneficiary access
lost under IPS, permanent elimination of the
15 percent cut, and a more rational medical
supply policy under PPS.

Again, thank you for your attention to our
concerns.

Sincerely yours,
ANN B. HOWARD,

Vice President for Policy.

THE ALLIANCE FOR QUALITY NURSING
HOME CARE,
October 19, 2000.

Hon. BILL ROTH,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance, Wash-

ington, DC.
Hon. BILL ARCHER,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,

Washington, DC.
Hon. TOM BLILEY,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH, CHAIRMAN ARCHER

AND CHAIRMAN BLILEY: On behalf of the Alli-
ance for Quality Nursing Home Care, I want
to express our gratitude for your leadership
in recognizing the crisis that exists today in
the delivery of skilled nursing care to Medi-
care beneficiaries. The efforts Congress have
undertaken this year to refine Medicare re-
imbursement levels will ensure that seniors
continue to have access to quality nursing
home care. The Alliance for Quality Nursing
Home Care supports the Medicare, Medicaid
and SCHIP Benefits Improvement and Pro-
tection Act of 2000, and we urge Congress to
overwhelmingly support its passage during
the remaining days of the 106th Congress.

Your attention to increasing the nursing
component for the prospective payment sys-
tem will help nursing homes working to ad-
dress some of the most critical issues facing
our profession: Retaining, recruiting and
training quality nursing home staff. In addi-
tion, we look forward to continuing to work
with Congress and the Administration on ad-
dressing the fundamental payment short-
comings of the current market basket infla-
tion index that understates the cost of car-
ing for medically complex patients.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL WALKER.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF HOMES
AND SERVICES FOR THE AGING

Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Office

of the Speaker, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: As members of the
Interfaith Coalition representing faith based
and other non-profit providers of long term
care services, we are writing to express our
concern on a provision contained within the
Medicare ‘‘Giveback’’ legislation of great im-
portance to seniors. The Balanced Budget
Act Refinement bill approval by the Ways
and Means Health Subcommittee included
language to provide seniors in managed care
health plans the option of returning to their
nursing home or long-term care facilities to
receive care after hospitalization. This por-
tion of the bill, which was championed by
Representatives Pryce and Hobson, will
allow seniors control over their own health
care needs.

When elderly nursing home or retirement
community residents who belong to managed
care plans are hospitalized, upon discharge
they are often not allowed to return to their
home facilities for further care if those fa-
cilities are not part of the managed care
plan’s network. We should not allow our el-
derly and frequently frail nursing home resi-
dents to be forced to uproot themselves and
possibly endanger their health following a
severe health crisis. The ‘‘Return to Home’’
provisions require Medicare+Choice plans to
cover the care provided in the long-term care
facility where the residents lived prior to
hospitalization.

It is our understanding that this important
provision will be included in the final
version of the bill. These provisions will help
improve the health and well-being of seniors
by enabling them to return to the skilled
nursing facility where they have strong per-
sonal and in many cases family ties. On be-
half of our organizations which respectively
represent over tens of thousands of members,
encourage you to help all seniors by pro-
tecting the ‘‘Return to Home’’ provisions
and passing Medicare legislation before the
end of the 106th Congress.

We offer our appreciation for your efforts
to this extremely important matter.

Sincerely,
American Association of Homes and Services

for the Aging Volunteers of America.

VNAA,
VISITING NURSE ASSOCIATIONS OF

AMERICA,
October 20, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Chairman, Health Subcommittee, House Ways

and Means Committee, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: On behalf of the
Visiting Nurse Associations of America
(VNAA), I would like to thank you for devel-
oping legislation to further relieve the unin-
tended adverse effects that the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 (BBA) has had on Visiting
Nurse Agencies (VNAs) and other home
health care providers.

VNAA supports the ‘‘Medicare, Medicaid
and SCHIP Beneficiary Protection and Im-
provement Act of 2000’’ because of its provi-
sions to: Delay the 15% cut until fiscal year
(FY) 2003; Provide an extension of Periodic
Interim Payments (PIP) to PIP providers
through November 30, 2000; and Increase the
Medicare home health prospective payment
base rate by 2.2% for the second six months
of FY 2001.

VNAA believes a study of the costs of non-
routine medical supplies and the appro-
priateness of bundling such supplies into
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PPS rates is greatly needed. We are pleased
that your legislation accomplishes this goal.
VNAA encourages you to expedite this study
because of our strong concerns about the
cost of supplies used in the treatment of
wounds, incontinence, and outpatient ther-
apy.

We also are concerned about our oper-
ational ramifications involving health med-
ical equipment (HME) suppliers and home
health providers. Currently, there are not
electronic measures to determine if patients
at admission are receiving supplies from ei-
ther a HME supplier or a home health pro-
vider. Patients who have chronic conditions
and have been receiving medical supplies for
years are often not clear about the origin of
their supplies. Did they originate with the
physician?, the hospital?, the HME supplier?,
the nurse? Therefore, innocent provisions of
such supplies by both the HME suppliers and
the home health agency to the same patient
could easily subject providers to medical re-
view and allegations of fraud and abuse.
VNAA urges you to suspend medical review
of medical supplies until such electronic or
other means is operational.

VNAA was very pleased to meet with you,
to testify before your subcommittee, and to
work with your staff, Linda Fishman and
John McManus this year. As you know, re-
peal of the 15% cut is critical to VNA’s sur-
vival. We greatly appreciate your assurance
to us that cost-effective and ethical home
health providers will never be subject to the
15% cut. We ask for your support to achieve
full elimination of the 15% cut next year.
Full repeal of this provision would ease the
concerns of financial lenders, thereby im-
proving cash flow for VNAs during difficult
financial times. In addition, please require
the Medicare Payment Advisory Commission
(MedPAC), rather than the U.S. General Ac-
counting Office (GAO), to conduct the study
regarding the 15% cut. We do not believe
that the GAO has conducted thorough and
fair studies regarding Medicare home health
issues.

Finally, we cannot thank you enough for
your support of VNAA’s recommendation to
extend PIP to ease cash flow during the tran-
sition to PPS. This provision in your legisla-
tion will literally prevent the closure of sev-
eral VNAs.

VNAA looks forward to continuing to work
with you next year and in the future.

Sincerely,
CAROLYN S. MARKEY,

President and CEO.

NATIONAL HOSPICE AND PALLIATIVE
CARE ORGANIZATION,

October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.,
Chairman, Finance Committee, U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We write to express

our support for passage of the Medicare,
Medicaid and SCHIP Improvement Act of
2000 which further refines the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997. Medicare reimbursement
of hospice care has not kept pace with the
increasing costs of care for terminally ill
Medicare beneficiaries as they approach
death. Therefore, we support the hospice pro-
visions included in your legislation; specifi-
cally, restoration of the full market basket
increase (MBI) in the current fiscal year (FY
2001), maintenance of the fiscal year 2002 up-
date as provided in the Balanced Budget Re-
finement Act (MB minus 0.25%), and full MB
in FY 2003.

We appreciate the interest by many sen-
ators to improve the Medicare hospice ben-
efit. Indeed, it is our hope that by clarifying
the physician certification language in the
statute to clearly rely on a physician’s clin-
ical judgment regarding the expected course
of illness, physicians will feel more confident
in referring terminally ill Medicare bene-

ficiaries to hospice care. We are pleased that
you include this provision in your legisla-
tion.

The National Hospice and Palliative Care
Organization (NHPCO) has worked diligently
to provide cost data to justify the need for a
rate increase. Earlier this year, Milliman
and Robertson provided interim data based
on a large sample of 10,000 Medicare hospice
patients. The cost data demonstrate signifi-
cant increases in the cost to hospice pro-
viders of prescription drugs (1500+%) and
outpatient services (500%) that was not envi-
sioned when the original Medicare rates were
established nearly twenty years ago. Coupled
with these increased costs is a dramatic de-
crease in the length of hospice service. Re-
cently, the General Accounting Office found
that 28% of Medicare beneficiaries stayed in
hospice for one week or less. As a point of
comparison, the length of service was 70 days
at the time the hospice rate was established.
Since hospice providers are paid on a per
diem and subject to an overall payment cap,
significantly shorter stays eliminate pro-
viders’ ability to absorb the higher cost
days, especially when a patient is first ad-
mitted to hospice and again in the period im-
mediately preceding death. Hospice has expe-
rienced consistent updates below the market
basket increase. Over the years, the statu-
tory reductions have amounted to more than
9.25%. Therefore, restoration of the reduc-
tions prescribed in BBA will assist hospice
providers in meeting the complex care needs
of those Medicare beneficiaries who choose
to die at home under the care of hospice pro-
viders.

Finally, we look forward to continuing to
work with you to strengthen the Medicare
hospice benefit. Hospice is an expanded and
all inclusive benefit package, including out-
patient prescription drugs, palliative chemo-
therapy and radiation, and bereavement sup-
port for family members. It can be viewed as
a substitute benefit providing terminally ill
Medicare beneficiaries with a choice other
than the traditional fee-for-service program.
It is our hope that we can work together in
the future to assure that Medicare reim-
bursement adequately reflects the true cost
of caring for terminally ill Medicare bene-
ficiaries, maintains a high quality of care,
and protects this important choice for those
who wish to die with dignity in the setting of
their choice, surrounded by family.

Sincerely,
KAREN A. DAVIE,

President.

NATIONAL PACE ASSOCIATION,
San Francisco, CA, October 19, 2000.

Hon. BILL THOMAS,
Chairman, Health Subcommittee, House Ways

and Means Committee, Longworth House
Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN THOMAS: On behalf of
the National PACE Association (NPA) and
its members, I am writing to express the As-
sociation’s appreciation for your continued
support of the Programs of All-inclusive
Care for the Elderly (PACE) through inclu-
sion of provisions for PACE in The Medicare,
Medicaid and SCHIP Benefits Improvement
Act of 2000. The Act’s provisions to expand
the opportunities for flexibility in imple-
mentation of PACE programs and to ease the
transition of existing demonstration sites to
permanent provides status will have an im-
mediate and ongoing positive impact on
PACE programs and the frail elderly adults
they serve.

Although we have not had an opportunity
to study the legislative package in its en-
tirety, your efforts on behalf of Medicare and
Medicaid beneficiaries to strengthen those
programs should be acknowledged and re-
ceive careful consideration from members of
Congress and, if enacted, from the President

as well as the bill makes its way through the
final days of this legislative session.

Sincerely yours,
JUDITH BASKINS,

President.

ASSOCIATION OF OHIO PHILAN-
THROPIC HOMES, HOUSING AND
SERVICES FOR THE AGING,

Columbus, OH, October 19, 2000.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, The Capitol, Washington,

DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HASTERT: I am writ-

ing to express my support (and the support of
185 not-for-profit nursing homes and retire-
ment communities serving over 22,000 frail
Ohioans) on a provision contained within the
Medicare ‘‘Giveback’’ legislation. This provi-
sion is of great importance to seniors every-
where including those states which have had
similar laws (hence the need for federal leg-
islation) declared ‘‘null and void’’ by the
Health Care Financing Agency—states such
as California, Florida, Illinois, and Mary-
land.

The Balanced Budget Act Refinement bill
approved by the Ways and Means Health
Subcommittee, included language to provide
seniors in managed care health plans the op-
tion of returning to their nursing home or
long-term care facility to receive care after
hospitalization. This portion of the bill, pre-
viously introduced by Representatives Pryce
and Hobson as the ‘‘Seniors Healing at Home
Act,’’ will allow seniors control over their
own health care and healing.

When elderly consumers who belong to
managed care plans are hospitalized and
then discharged, they are often not allowed
to return to where they had been living for
further care if those facilities are not part of
the managed care plan’s network. The ‘‘Sen-
iors Healing at Home’’ provision requires
Medicare+Choice plans to cover the care pro-
vided in a senior’s place of residence. It is
my understanding that this important provi-
sion will be included in the final version of
the bill.

The ‘‘giveback’’ legislation will help to
bring stability to the Medicare program by
ensuring proper payments to those who help
to heal our nation’s seniors. One of the most
frequent reasons voiced by residents of our
facilities for not joining a Medicare HMO is
the fear that they will not be permitted to
return to their community following hos-
pitalization.

On behalf of my organization and its 330
not-for-profit members, I encourage you to
help seniors by protecting the ‘‘Seniors Heal-
ing at Home’’ provision, and passing the leg-
islation before the end of the 106th Congress.

Very Truly Yours,
CLARK R. LAW,

President/CEO.

October 19, 2000.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
U.S. Congress, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT: As faith-based or-
ganizations concerned about the health and
welfare of elderly Americans, we strongly
support your efforts to include Representa-
tives David Hobson’s (R–OH) and Deborah
Pryce’s (R–OH) Seniors Healing at Home Act
(H.R. 5042) in the Balanced Budget Refine-
ment Act under current consideration by
Congress. We understand that this provision,
an important step in ensuring that senior
citizens are able to receive compatible
skilled nursing care in their home commu-
nities, will be included in the final version of
the BBRA.

The increasing prevalence of managed care
among elderly individuals has had both posi-
tive and negative effects. Managed care can
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lead to increased coordination of care and
decreased costs, but it can also limit access
to facilities that are close to home or cul-
turally appropriate. An increasing number of
older individuals are choosing to live in sen-
ior housing or assisted living complexes on
campus settings with facilities that offer
varying levels of care including convalescent
and skilled nursing care. These individuals
choose to live in this type of setting so that
they can spend the remainder of their lives
close to family and friends, frequently in an
environment that facilitates religious ob-
servance.

A recent trend of great concern is that
many indvidiuals in such communities are,
upon discharge from a hospital, unable to re-
turn to the community where they had been
living if that community’s skilled nursing
facility is not part of the Medicare+Choice
plan’s network of providers. The managed
care plan may instead require that the con-
sumer be discharged to a long term care fa-
cility in the plan’s network, even though the
facility may be distant from friends, family
and spouse.

We believe that denying seniors the ability
to return to their community of origin nega-
tively impacts on quality of care. Access to
close friends and loved ones may help pre-
vent the isolation, depression and even trau-
ma that can increase a frail individual’s
physical recovery time and the cost of care.
The patient’s medical care may suffer as
well, since the staff of the facility where the
individual had been living may be more fa-
miliar with the person’s chronic care needs.

‘‘Return to Home’’ legislation would en-
sure that seniors living in a facility on a
campus that provides skilled nursing care
will be able to return to that facility for con-
valescent care. On behalf of our organiza-
tions and our members, we urge and applaud
your continued support for the Seniors Heal-
ing at Home Act, and encourage you to pass
this legislation before the end of the 106th
Congress.

Sincerely,
Adventist Health Systems, Donald L.

Jernigan, Executive Vice President.
American Jewish Committee, Richard T.

Foltin, Legislative Director and Counsel.
American Protestant Health Alliance,

Sherry Hayes, President.
Association of Brethren Caregivers, Steve

Mason, Executive Director.
Association of Jewish Aging Services, Jodi

Lyons, President.
Baptist Senior Adult Ministries, Edythe J.

Walters, Executive Director.
Catholic Health, Association of the U.S.

Julie Trocchio, Director of Long Term Care.
Church Women United, Tiffany L. Heath,

Legislative Assistant.
Florida Council of Churches, Rev. Fred

Morris, Executive Director.
Friends Committee on National Legisla-

tion, Florence Kimball, Legislative Edu-
cation Secretary.

Jewish Council for Public Affairs, Reva
Price, Washington Representative.

Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America,
Rev. Russell O. Siler, Director, Washington
Office.

Lutheran Services in America, Joanne
Negstad, President/CEO.

National Council of Catholic Women, An-
nette Kane, Executive Director.

National Council of Jewish Women,
Sammie Moshenberg, Director, Washington
Office.

National Interfaith Coalition on Aging,
Rev. Dr. Richard H. Gentzler, Jr., Chair.

Pennsylvania Council of Churches, Rev. K.
Joy Kaufmann, Acting Executive Director
and Director for Public Advocacy.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations,
Mark J. Pelavin, Esq. Associate Director,
Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism.

Union of Orthodox Jewish, Congregations
of America, Nathan J. Diament, Director, In-
stitute for Public Affairs.

Unitarian Universalist Association of Con-
gregations, Rev. Meg Riley, Director, Wash-
ington Office for Faith in Action.

United Church of Christ, Office for Church
in Society, Rev. Patrick Conover, Policy Ad-
vocate.

United Jewish Communities, Diana Aviv,
Vice President for Public Policy.

The United Methodist Church, General
Board of Discipleship, Rev. Dr. Richard H.
Gentzler, Jr., Director, Office of Adult Min-
istries.

Volunteers of America, Ronald H. Field,
Vice President of Public Policy.

PATIENT ACCESS TO
TRANSPLANTATION COALITION,
Washington, DC, October 20, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.,
Senate Finance Committee, Senate Dirksen Of-

fice Building, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: The Patient Access

to Transplantation Coalition would like to
express our support for Section 113 of the
Medicare, Medicaid and SCHIP Beneficiary
Protection and Improvement Act of 2000. We
are pleased that this provision of the final
conference agreement will eliminate the cur-
rent three-year limitation on coverage for
immunosuppresive drugs under the Medicare
program. We would especially like to thank
you, Senator DeWine, and Chairmen Bliley,
Thomas and Bilirakis for your tremendous
leadership on this important transplant pa-
tient issue.

This provision is urgently needed to ensure
that Medicaid beneficiaries who receive
organ transplants can continue to have ac-
cess to these lifesaving drugs. We are con-
fident that the Medicare program will ulti-
mately save money as a result of this provi-
sion, since it will reduce the number of organ
failures which necessitate subsequent re-
transplantation. We also believe that, by re-
ducing the number of organ rejections, this
provision will result in the availability of an
increased number of organs for the almost
70,000 patients who are currently waiting to
receive the gift of life.

Once again, we appreciate and commend
your efforts to expand Medicare coverage of
immunosuppressive drugs this year. Your ef-
forts will help ensure that transplant pa-
tients across the country continue to have
access to lifesaving immunosuppressive
therapies.

Sincerely yours,
PATIENT ACCESS TO TRANSPLANTATION

COALITION.

October 19, 2000.
PAT COALITION INSTITUTIONAL MEMBERS

Clarian Health Partners (Indianapolis, IN).
Emory University (Atlanta, GA).
Froedert Memorial Lutheran Hospital

(Milwaukee, WI).
Henry Ford Health System (Detroit, MI).
Inova Health System (Fairfax, VA).
Jewish Hospital (Louisville, KY).
Louisiana State University (Shreveport,

LA).
Medical University of South Carolina

(Charleston, SC).
Memorial Hermann Healthcare System

(Houston, TX).
Memorial Medical Center (New Orleans,

LA).
Ochsner Medical Institutions (New Orle-

ans, LA).
Ohio State University Medical Center (Co-

lumbus, OH).
Oklahoma Transplantation Institute

(Oklahoma City, OK).
Oregon Health Sciences University (Port-

land, OR).

St. Louis University Hospital (St. Louis,
MO).

St. Vincent Medical Center, CHW (Los An-
geles, CA).

Scripps Clinic (La Jolla, CA).
Tampa General (Tampa, FL).
Tulane University (New Orleans, LA).
University of Alabama at Birmingham

(Birmingham, AL).
University of Colorado Health Sciences

Center (Boulder, CO).
University of Florida/Shands Hospital

(Gainesville, FL).
University of Kansas (Lawrence, KS).
University of Kentucky (Lexington, KY).
University of Medicine and Dentistry of

New Jersey (Newark, NJ).
University of Michigan (Ann Arbor, MI).
University of Washington (Seattle, WA).
University of Wisconsin-Madison (Madison,

WI).
Vanderbilt University Medical Center

(Nashville, TN).
Virginia Commonwealth University Med-

ical College of Virginia (Richmond, VA).
Westchester Medical Center (Valhalla,

NY).

LIFECARE MANAGEMENT SERVICES,
Dallas, TX, October 19, 2000.

Re: Provider Based Determinations
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR REP. HASTERT: I would like to thank

you for your time and assistance in sup-
porting legislation designed to treat long-
term care hospitals equitably in terms of
payment and program administration.

We are particularly grateful for your sup-
port for the provision that would provide a
two year delay in the application of HCFA’s
new provider-based determination rule (See
Section 404 enclosed).

We gratefully appreciate your leadership
and know you will do everything you can to
make certain the enclosed provision is
adopted as part of this year’s BBA Relief
Package.

Sincerely,
DAVID LABLANC,

President.

AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY, NA-
TIONAL GOVERNMENT RELATIONS
OFFICE,

October 19, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, U.S.

Capitol Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On behalf of the more

than 18 million volunteers and supporters of
the American Cancer Society, I am writing
to thank you for supporting an extension of
Medicare’s current colonoscopy benefit to
average risk beneficiaries in the Balanced
Budget Refinement Act (BBRA) currently
being negotiated. Securing this change has
been one of the Society’s top legislative pri-
orities, as it will have a direct impact on re-
ducing the incidence and mortality rates of
colorectal cancer among the Medicare popu-
lation.

As you know, this provision has broad bi-
partisan support and was included in all the
bills considered by the House Ways and
Means Health Subcommittee, the House
Commerce Committee, and the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. President Clinton has also
called for expansion of the current Medicare
colon cancer screening benefit before the ad-
journment of this session of Congress. The
bipartisan provision currently in the BBRA
bill would bring Medicare coverage more in
line with the American Cancer Society’s cur-
rent colorectal cancer screening guidelines.
Colorectal cancer—the nation’s second lead-
ing cause of cancer deaths in men and
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women—most often is diagnosed in individ-
uals considered to be ‘‘average risk’’ for the
disease with approximately 70–90 percent of
colorectal cancers diagnosed in average or
moderate risk individuals. As daunting as
these statistics are, colorectal cancer is sec-
ond only to lung cancer in our ability to pre-
vent cancer from ever occurring. This dis-
ease is easily preventable through the early
identification and removal of pre-cancerous
polyps, detectable only through colorectal
cancer screenings.

Recent studies published in the New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine found that
colonoscopy is the most effective screening
tool currently available. We know that if we
were able to get all individuals screened for
colorectal cancer—according to our guide-
lines—that we could reduce overall colorectal
cancer mortality by 50 percent or more.

Increasing the numbers of Medicare bene-
ficiaries that have access to the full range of
effective colorectal cancer screening tests
could save money on the cost of treatment.
Colonoscopy can examine the entire colon
and it is the most effective test at catching
cancers at early stages. Colonoscopy also
permits the health care provider to identify
and remove adenomatous polyps—a proce-
dure that can prevent colorectal cancer from
ever developing. Other screening tests are
not only less effective at detecting polyps
and cancer but if polyps or signs of cancer
are identified (e.g. occult blood) the patient
then requires a colonoscopy. By providing
average-risk patients the option of a screen-
ing colonoscopy, a second follow-up proce-
dure in many cases can be avoided which not
only saves Medicare money, but also saves
the patient from additional hassle and dis-
comfort.

We know that cancer is most effective
when the cancer is caught early. For exam-
ple, when cancer is diagnosed in the earliest
stages—before it has become symptomatic—
patients have a 90 percent chance of survival.
Yet, if a patient is not diagnosed until symp-
toms are exhibited, the chance of survival
drops to 8 percent and care during the re-
maining 4–5 years of life can cost up to
$100,000. The Medicare reimbursement rate
for colonoscopies is currently $337. While
that may seem high, the Society’s guidelines
specify that a colonoscopy need only be per-
formed once every ten years in individuals
who have had a previous normal exam.

The Society strongly recommends that
public and private health plans provide cov-
erage for the full range of effective
colorectal and other cancer screening tests
according to the Society’s guidelines. The
current Medicare benefit provides coverage
for: An annual fecal occult blood test (FOBT)
for all beneficiaries over 50, A flexible
sigmoidoscopy every 4 years for average or
moderate risk beneficiaries*, A colonoscopy
every 2 years for high risk beneficiaries*.

*A double contrast barium enema may be
used as an alternative if a physician deter-
mines that its screening value is equal to or
better than a flex-sigmoidoscopy or a
colonoscopy.

The language in the BBRA bill provides
average risk beneficiaries with coverage for
either a colonoscopy every 10 years or a
flexible sigmoidoscopy every four years. We
applaud your action in embracing this
change as it will provide the greatest flexi-
bility for patients and their physicians in de-
termining which screening modality is best
for the individual beneficiary, while consid-
ering other factors such as costs and possible
complications. This correctly places the
screening decision with patients and pro-
viders and ensures that lack of coverage will
not be a reason for a beneficiary to go with-
out a potentially life-saving test.

The American Cancer Society thanks you
for your support of this important public

health matter and is hopeful that this
change in policy will be enacted before Con-
gress adjourns. While the Society is not in a
position to comment on the merits of the
full BBRA bill—both because we have not
had an opportunity to analyze the specifics
of this large package and because we under-
stand that the package contains provisions
that are beyond the scope of current ACS
policy and legislative priorities—we urge all
parties to continue to work toward ensuring
enactment of the expanded colorectal cancer
screening benefit. Therefore, we strongly
urge Members of Congress and the Adminis-
tration not to allow end-of-session politics to
jeopardize this critical opportunity to save
lives.

We look forward to working with you and
your colleagues to ensure that this provision
becomes law, Should you have any questions
or if you would like additional information,
please contact Wendy Selig, Managing Direc-
tor of Federal Government Relations (202/
661–5704), or Ilisa Halpern, Director of Fed-
eral Government Relations (202/661–5717).

Sincerely,
DANIEL E. SMITH,

National Vice President, Federal and State
Government Relations.

ALLIANCE TO SAVE CANCER CARE
ACCESS,

AMERICANS UNITED IN SUPPORT OF
CANCER CARE,

Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.
Hon. [LOTT/DASCHLE/HASTERT/GEPHARDT]

DEAR SIR: We would like to express our ap-
preciation for your focus on problems im-
pacting the Medicare program, as well as our
strong support for legislative reform that
rationalizes Medicare reimbursement and
preserves patient access to care.

As you know, many throughout the cancer
community have long contended that the
Medicare program employs a flawed reim-
bursement structure, overpaying for many
drugs while underpaying for many services.
For example, the Medicare program does not
adequately support the critical role played
by oncology nurses, forcing caregivers to en-
gage in a form of ‘‘cost shifting’’ in which
they have to use drug overpayments to offset
Medicare’s deep underpayment for the treat-
ment services provided to beneficiaries. At
the same time, the Health Care Financing
Administration has acted upon a proposal to
restrict Medicare coverage of injectable
therapies that are needed by and have been
historically provided to seniors and disabled
Americans suffering from cancer, multiple
sclerosis, AIDS, and other diseases.

These problems are widely considered to be
unacceptable for several reasons: They are
they source of great uncertainty for seniors
and people with disabilities, they place sig-
nificant pressures on the professional care-
givers who care for them, and they are made
necessary by correctable flaws in the Medi-
care statute.

Fortunately, legislation developed by Con-
gress addresses these problems in a respon-
sible and commendable manner. Provisions
included in the Medicare reform package di-
rect the Secretary to revise the payment
methodology for all drugs currently covered
by Medicare and charges the General Ac-
counting Office to undertake the meaningful
analysis which will support this much-need-
ed correction. Meanwhile, another provision
in the legislative package clarifies coverage
of drugs that are usually not self-admin-
istrable and strengthens access to this im-
portant form of care. This combined response
puts Medicare on the road to real, balanced,
and sustainable reform by ensuring that the
program provide appropriate reimbursement
for drugs and will eliminate underpayments
for services related to the provision of those
therapies.

For these reasons, we are pleased to extend
our congratulations to you and your col-
leagues for the fine work you have done to
address these vital issues. We are pleased to
extend to you our support for these provi-
sions and hope that they will not be subject
to any changes. Rather, we respectfully urge
Members to strengthen patient access to
cancer care by supporting the measure in
which these provisions are brought before
the Congress. We also express our apprecia-
tion to the president for his leadership in
cancer care issues and our hope that he sign
these important reforms into law.

On behalf of the seniors and disabled Amer-
icans we are honored to serve and represent,
we would like to thank you for your consid-
eration and your support.

Sincerely,
AMERICAN COLLEGE OF

RADIATION ONCOLOGY
ASSOCIATION OF
COMMUNITY CANCER
CENTERS NATIONAL
PATIENT ADVOCATE
FOUNDATION.

ONCOLOGY NURSING
SOCIETY UNITED SENIORS
ASSOCIATION US
ONCOLOGY.

ICC,
INTERCULTURAL CANCER COUNCIL,

October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, Washington,

DC.
DEAR SENATOR ROTH: On behalf of the

Intercultural Cancer Council (‘‘ICC’’), in-
cluding our 55 members and hundreds of af-
filiated organizations and supports, I write
in support of the minority cancer demonstra-
tion provisions included in the Balanced
Budget Act Relief Legislation. The ICC is the
largest nationwide cancer coalition address-
ing the tragic disparities in cancer incidence
and mortality rates in our nation’s ethnic
minority and medically underserved popu-
lations. The ICC’s members work daily in the
areas of cancer prevention and control, re-
search, treatment and survivorship.

The Intercultural Cancer Council com-
mends your leadership for including Rep.
John Lewis’ amendment in the final ‘‘Medi-
care, Medicaid, SCHIP Beneficiary Protec-
tion and Improvement Act of 2000’’. This
timely demonstration effort should facilitate
development of needed models and evalua-
tions of methods to improve the quality of
items and services provided to targeted indi-
viduals in order to reduce disparities in early
detection and treatment of cancer among
Medicare beneficiaries. We urge Congress to
direct the Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration to proceed expeditiously to imple-
ment this provision and ensure that these
demonstrations are launched in a timely
manner.

As the ICC’s mission includes identifying
problems in access to cancer detection and
treatment, developing collaborative solu-
tions, and promoting new partnerships to
implement those solutions, we endorse the
direction of the proposed demonstration lan-
guage. We believe special attention should be
given in demonstration projects to mecha-
nisms designed by and for the ethnic minor-
ity and medically underserved communities
that suffer the grossly disproportionate bur-
den of cancer in this country.

Again, we appreciate your recognition of
the need to address disparities in access and
cancer treatment for ethnic and racial mi-
norities who are Medicare-eligible. Enact-
ment of this provision represents a first step
in moving forward to address a significant
health disparity problem facing this nation
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and we are grateful for your leadership in
this area.

Sincerely,
ARMIN D. WEINBERG.

THE SUSAN G. KOMEN BREAST
CANCER FOUNDATION,

NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS,
Dallas, TX, October 6, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM ROTH,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: On behalf of the

Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer Foundation,
I am writing to urge you to include funding
for digital mammography in the Medicare
initiative currently being shaped by Con-
gress.

The Medicare, Medicaid and SCHIP Im-
provements Act of 2000 provides a valuable
opportunity to recognize and promote a new
technology that offers many exciting possi-
bilities. The Komen Foundation urges its in-
clusion in the interest of advancing women’s
health. Digital mammography creates high
definition pictures for detection and diag-
nosis of breast cancer in its earliest, most
curable stages. Doctors can easily transmit
images from remote areas to specialists
worldwide for expert consultation. Digital
mammography also requires fewer tests and
yields faster results, which translates into
lower exposure to radiation and greater con-
venience for Medicare beneficiaries.

The Komen Foundation recognizes the lim-
itations of current mammography and has
dedicated its own research funding towards
the pursuit of new screening and diagnostic
technologies, including digital mammog-
raphy. Now that this cutting-edge tech-
nology has received FDA approval and shown
promise in the early detection of breast can-
cer, it is important to distribute it widely
and enable women all over the country to re-
ceive its benefits. In the closing days of Con-
gress, Komen asks you to please help pro-
mote this new scientific advancement for
women’s health. The estimated cost is only
$87 million over five years.

The mission of the Susan G. Komen Breast
Cancer Foundation is to eradicate breast
cancer as a life-threatening disease by ad-
vancing research, education, screening, and
treatment. To this end, the Komen Founda-
tion dedicates millions of dollars annually
towards scientific research, education and
community outreach. But we cannot do it
alone. The eradication of breast cancer as a
life-threatening disease requires the support
of dedicated Members of Congress like you.
Your continued efforts in the battle against
breast cancer are deeply appreciated.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,

NANCY BRINKER,
Founding Chairman.

NATIONAL KIDNEY FOUNDATION,
OFFICE OF SCIENTIFIC AND PUBLIC

POLICY,
October 19, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Committee on Ways and Means, Washington,

DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE THOMAS: The Na-

tional Kidney Foundation (NKF) supports
the package of Medicare improvements
under consideration in Congress, particu-
larly the provisions described below. NKF is
the country’s oldest and largest voluntary
health agency serving the needs of kidney
patients with over 30,000 members from
every part of the nation and from every walk
of life, including consumers and their fami-
lies, nurses, dietitians, social workers, physi-
cians, dialysis technicians and concerned
members of the lay public.

The National Kidney Foundation urges
Members of Congress to vote for the package

and exhorts the President to sign the legisla-
tion. We especially endorse the following
provisions and thank you for including them
in the bill.

Two provisions in the Beneficiary Improve-
ment section would be of enormous benefit
to kidney patients. They result from rec-
ommendations made by the Institute of Med-
icine of the National Academy of Sciences
last December as part of studies mandated
by Congress in the Balanced Budget Act of
1997. Section 113 removes the existing time
limitation on Medicare coverage for im-
munosuppressive medications needed by
transplant recipients. Without this enhanced
benefit, tens of thousands of transplant re-
cipients run an increased risk of rejecting
their transplants. Rejection could result in a
return to dialysis, which Medicare covers
and which costs the government much more
than the drugs which preserve the func-
tioning of a transplant. Section 105 author-
izes Medicare payments for nutritional coun-
seling for pre-dialysis and post-transplant
patients. This could benefit 80,000 Americans
who are faced each year with the prospect of
irreversible kidney failure and the changes
in diet which are required to prepare these
patients for that eventuality, as well as
12,000 kidney transplant candidates who re-
ceive the Gift of Life annually and thus need
to adjust their dietary intake when they be-
come transplant recipients. Nutritional
counseling has been shown to reduce mor-
bidity and mortality in these populations.

Section 422 under Part B Improvements
provides for an update in the reimbursement
rate paid for kidney dialysis treatments as
recommended by the Medicare Payment Ad-
visory Commission. NKF has pioneered in
the development of practice guidelines which
can assist health service professionals in
their efforts to improve the quality of care
provided to our nation’s 250,000 dialysis pa-
tients. Dialysis clinics need this reimburse-
ment update in order to be able to imple-
ment these recommendations.

Sincerely,
JOHN DAVIS,

CEO.

THE GLAUCOMA FOUNDATION,
October 19, 2000.

Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
U.S. Congressman, U.S. House of Representa-

tives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing to urge

your support of section 105 of the Ways and
Means Committee Budget Refinement Pack-
age for Medicare. This provision provides for
screening for glaucoma, the nation’s leading
cause of preventable blindness, for those at
risk. The Glaucoma Foundation supports
this forward-looking initiative, which will
help preserve the precious gift of sight.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. CORWIN,

Executive Director.
JUVENILE DIABETES FOUNDATION

INTERNATIONAL, THE DIABETES
RESEARCH FOUNDATION.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER. I write on behalf of the

Juvenile Diabetes Foundation International
(JDF) regarding the Balanced Budget Act
‘‘Givebacks’’ bill that is currently under con-
sideration.

The legislation contains three years of
funding for critically important diabetes
programs. The bill increases funding to $100
million for the special juvenile diabetes re-
search program created in the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 and extends the program’s
funding through fiscal year 2003. The bill
provides the same level of funding for the
Native American diabetes program.

JDF strongly supports these provisions in
the bill and we urge its approval. As you
know, JDF has been pursuing at least five
years of funding for these programs to pro-
vide a more stable stream of resources that
can be most efficiently used by scientists.
We encourage you to extend these programs
through at least 2005 to make them even
more effective in our battle against diabetes.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the JDF and ev-
eryone whose lives have been impacted by di-
abetes, we want to thank you for your lead-
ership in promoting these important diabe-
tes initiatives, and we look forward to con-
tinuing to work with you in our battle to
cure this devastating disease.

Sincerely,
LEAH MULLIN,

Chairman, Government Relations.

NATIONAL MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS SO-
CIETY,

Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
U.S. Senate,
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER LOTT AND SPEAKER
HASTERT: The National Multiple Sclerosis
Society supports legislation to increase
Medicare payments to health care providers.
We strongly advocate that members of Con-
gress vote for this legislation, and that the
President sign it into law. Medicare reim-
bursements to health care providers must be
increased so that beneficiaries with chronic
conditions will have access to necessary
health care services.

In addition to increasing access to Medi-
care health care services, we are also con-
cerned about restoring Medicare coverage for
self-injectible drugs and biologicals to bene-
ficiaries who are unable to self-administer.
There are three FDA approved self-injectible
drugs that can alter the course of the dis-
ease, and slow the onset and progression of
physical disabilities, Avonex, Betaseron and
Copaxone. Each drug annually costs $10,000
to $12,000. The National MS Society rec-
ommends that patients diagnosed with re-
lapsing-remitting MS begin taking one of
these drugs immediately after diagnosis, and
stay with the therapy.

Prior to 1997, Medicare carriers had the
discretion to determine whether reimburse-
ment was appropriate for self-injectible
drugs, if they were administered incident to
a physician’s care. Since 1997, when Medicare
terminated Medicare coverage for self-
injectibles, we have worked to restore this
coverage arguing that MS patients often ex-
perience temporary or permanent physical
disabilities that make it very difficult, if not
impossible, to self-administer these drugs.

Our understanding is that language in the
Medicare bill begins to address this problem.
However, the language does not go far
enough. The self-injectible provision con-
tinues to rely on drug labeling rather than
the beneficiary’s ability to self-inject. This
language leaves many MS beneficiaries with-
out coverage when they are physically un-
able to self-inject necessary treatments that
help to slow the progress of their disease. We
believe that if a physician determines that
the patient cannot self-inject, then Medicare
should cover the drug.

The National Multiple Sclerosis Society,
established in 1946, is dedicated to ending the
devastating effects of multiple sclerosis.
Multiple sclerosis is an often progressive, de-
generative disease of the central nervous
system that affects one-third of a million
Americans. Symptoms may be mild, such as
numbness in the limbs, or severe, such as pa-
ralysis or loss of vision.

Please let us know if we can provide any
additional information on administration of
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self-injectible drug and biologicals or be
helpful in any other way.

Sincerely,
MIKE DUGAN,

President and CEO.

AMERICAN COLLEGE OF GASTRO-
ENTEROLOGY,

Arlington, VA, October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, Dirksen Sen-

ate Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: The American Col-

lege of Gastroenterology (ACG) wants to be
among the first to applaud you and the other
Members of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives for your work in shaping fair
and equitable Medicare-related provisions
for the pending Balanced Budget Act legisla-
tion. Although in the short time afforded us
to review the bill, we have not had the
chance to evaluate all aspects and ramifica-
tions of all the provisions of the legislation,
we are particularly supportive and appre-
ciative that the current bill includes an im-
portant provision that will enhance the
Medicare colorectal cancer screening benefit
to offer for the first time beneficiaries who
are at average risk of colorectal cancer the
option of receiving a colonoscopy once every
ten years, instead of a flexible
sigmoidoscopy every four years. This is a
very essential step forward in advancing pa-
tient options and public health.

As you know, we remain deeply concerned
about the site-of-service problem for those
procedures with less than 10% office volume,
and particularly the lower and inadequate
physician professional fee for those services
that are performed in a Medicare-certified
ambulatory surgery center, or the hospital
outpatient department. We are also con-
cerned that so few Medicare beneficiaries are
availing themselves of the cancer screening
benefit you have so wisely provided. With
only 1% of Medicare beneficiaries actually
using this preventive benefit, according to
GAO, we continue to believe that this benefit
will fall far short of its potential and that
the proposed new study in Section 411 is
more likely to delay and possibly confuse the
problem. Just as we learned with pap smears
and cervical cancer, we believe if will be nec-
essary for Congress to intervene to reverse a
HCFA-driven economic/reimbursement pol-
icy which serves to undercut the Medicare
colorectal cancer benefit by financially pe-
nalizing physicians who perform colorectal
cancer screenings.

We look forward to working with you at
the earliest appropriate time to deal with
the site-of-service issue and find ways to in-
crease the use of these life-saving screenings.

Very truly yours,
ROWEN K. ZETTERMAN, M.D., FACS,

President.
FEDERAL AFFAIRS DIVISION,

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF
OPHTHALMOLOGY,

Washington, DC, October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS,
Chairman, House Ways and Means Sub-

committee on Health, Longworth House Of-
fice Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: The American

Academy of Ophthalmology congratulates
you on completion of a Medicare refinement
and benefits improvement bill and we call on
Congress to quickly pass the Medicare Re-
finement and Benefits Improvement Act of
2000.

Although we are disappointed that the
committee did not include the much needed
relief for specialists from Medicare practice
expense cuts scheduled for 2001, we hope to
work with you next year to get the Health
Care Financing Administration (HCFA) to

make the refinements necessary to protect
beneficiaries’ access to life saving and sight
saving procedures that have been adversely
impacted. The practice expense cuts come on
top of a decade of cuts that speciality physi-
cians like ophthalmologists have experi-
enced in an effort to protect the solvency of
the Medicare program. The committee’s de-
cision to include several new Medicare bene-
fits and other program improvements for
beneficiaries, however, is highly significant
and must be commended.

Specifically, this bill reaches out to our
nation’s seniors to help preserve their sight
and independence by providing a glaucoma
detection eye examination once every two
years to those beneficiaries at high risk of
developing glaucoma such as African Ameri-
cans and those with a family history.

It is time to address the devastating ef-
fects of glaucoma. The scientific verdict is
in—treatment for glaucoma is effective and
can preserve sight and quality of life. An es-
timated 120,000 Americans are legally blind
due to glaucoma, and estimates show at
least 2 to 3 million people have glaucoma al-
though half are not aware of it. Glaucoma af-
fects 2 to 3 percent of the nation’s seniors
and another 5 to 10 million individuals have
elevated intraocular pressure—a risk factor
for developing glaucoma. African Americans
are six to eight times more likely to develop
glaucoma than other populations. Other risk
factors include family history and advanced
age.

Early detection is the key to saving sight
and this bill helps those who need it. The
Academy is pleased to support the Medicare
Refinement and Benefits Improvement Act
of 2000.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM L. RICH III, MD,
Secretary for Federal Affairs.

PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN OPTOMETRIC ASSOCIATION,

St. Louis, MO, October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ROTH: The American Opto-
metric Association applauds your efforts to
include new and important benefits in the
pending Medicare Refinement Package. The
American Optometric Association (AOA)
represents the interests of more than 30,000
Doctors of Optometry and their patients.

We are particularly pleased that the glau-
coma eye examination benefit is a part of
this package. This bi-partisan supported pro-
vision is an important step in preventing
blindness due to undetected glaucoma. The
National Eye Institute has estimated that
almost three million Americans have glau-
coma. Half of these people are not aware
that they have the disease. Of those who
have been diagnosed with glaucoma, about
120,000 are blind. Moreover, glaucoma is a
leading cause of blindness in older adults. Al-
though glaucoma can often be controlled if it
is diagnosed early, in may Americans the
disease goes untreated, leading to visual im-
pairment or blindness. Because there are no
early warning signs, this disease often devel-
ops undetected until permanent vision loss
has occurred.

Again, the AOA appreciates inclusion of
this important preventive service in the
Medicare Refinement and Benefits Improve-
ment Act. It is an important part of ongoing
efforts to improve public health and prevent
unnecessary vision loss.

Sincerely,
HOWARD J. BRAVERMAN, O.P.

THE AMERICAN DIETETIC
ASSOCIATION,

CHICAGO, IL, OCTOBER 19, 2000.
Hon. BILL ROTH, Chairman,
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
Senate Finance Committee, Washington, DC.
Hon. BILL ARCHER, Chairman,
Hon. CHARLES RANGEL,
House Ways and Means Committee, Wash-

ington, DC.
Hon. TOM BLILEY, Chairman,
Hon. JOHN DINGELL,
House Commerce Committee, Washington, DC.
Hon. BILL THOMAS, Chairman,
Hon. PETE STARK,
Health Subcommittee, House Ways and Means

Committee, Washington, DC.
Hon. MIKE BILIRAKIS, Chairman,
Hon. SHERROD BROWN,
Health Subcommittee, House Commerce Com-

mittee, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN AND RANKING MEMBERS:

The American Dietetic Association is
pleased to support the Medicare, Medicaid
and SCHIP Benefits Improvement Act of 2000
which provides critical support to Medicare
providers while enhancing benefits for our
nation’s senior citizens. In particular, we are
pleased that the legislation includes cov-
erage of medical nutrition therapy for pa-
tients with diabetes and kidney disease. We
believe this is an important first step in pro-
viding this critical service to all Medicare
beneficiaries and we urge enactment of this
legislation.

Nutrition therapy has been shown to be ef-
fective in the management and treatment of
many chronic conditions which affect Medi-
care beneficiaries, including dyslipidemia,
hypertension, heart failure, diabetes and
chronic renal insufficiency. Medicare bene-
ficiaries undergoing cancer treatment may
also benefit from nutrition therapy aimed at
controlling side effects or improving food in-
take. In fact, a recent study, conducted by
the National Academy of Sciences Institute
of Medicare and requested by Congress in the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997, concluded that
medical nutrition therapy—upon physician
referral—should be a covered benefit under
the Medicare program.

The 70,000 members of the American Die-
tetic Association look forward to working
with you to ensure that all Medicare bene-
ficiaries have access to medical nutrition
therapy and, as a result, see a significant im-
provement in their health and quality of life.

Sincerely,
JANE V. WHITE, PHD, RD, LDN

President.

October 19, 2000.
Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,
Senate Finance Committee, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROTH: The American Asso-
ciation of Blood Banks, America’s Blood
Center, and the American Red Cross would
like to express our support for the Medicare,
Medicaid and SCHIP Beneficiary Protection
and Improvement Act of 2000. We are pleased
that Section 301 of the final conference
agreement contains both the House and Sen-
ate provisions concerning blood and blood
products. We would especially like to thank
you, Senator Hatch and Chairman Thomas
for your tremendous leadership on blood
safety and reimbursement concerns.

The blood banking community believes the
House provision pertaining to blood is need-
ed to ensure that the Health Care Financing
Administration accurately reflects the costs
of blood and blood products in the next revi-
sion of inpatient reimbursement rates. The
Senate provision is needed to ensure that the
current system will be able to account for fu-
ture blood safety costs in a timely manner.
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We are delighted that the final package con-
tains both these provisions. We strongly sup-
port Congressional enactment of the legisla-
tion and urge the President to sign the bill
into law.

Once again, we appreciate and commend
your efforts to address reimbursement for
blood and blood products in legislation this
year. Your efforts will help ensure that pa-
tients across the country have access to
state-of-the-art blood products and services
and the safest possible blood supply.

Sincerely yours,
American Association of

Blood Banks,
America’s Blood Centers,
American Red Cross.

ADVANCED MEDICAL
TECHNOLOGY ASSOCIATION,

Washington, DC, October 20, 2000.
Hon. BILL THOMAS,
Chairman, Ways and Means Subcommittee on

Health, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: On behalf of the

Advanced Medical Technology Association
(AdvaMed), its more than 800 member com-
panies, and the millions of Medicare patients
whose lives are saved and improved by our
innovative medical tests and treatments
each year, I am writing to endorse the Medi-
care Refinements legislation now before Con-
gress. This bill takes important, needed
steps to strengthen the program and ensure
seniors’ access to quality health care. We
hope that the President will sign it into law.

The Medicare Refinements package will
protect seniors’ access to important medical
services and expand and establish new pre-
ventive health benefits like screening for
cervical cancer, colorectal cancer, and glau-
coma.

Building on important first steps taken in
the Balanced Budget Refinement Act of 1999,
the bill includes additional changes to im-
prove seniors’ health by ensuring access to
the latest advances in medical technology.
Key provisions in this area will:

Create new payment and coding mecha-
nisms to improve access to new hospital in-
patient technologies;

Establish special payment categories for
innovative medical devices under the new
hospital outpatient payment system;

Mandate special methods to pay for break-
through diagnostic tests and require Medi-
care to set clear, open procedures for coding
and payment decisions;

Require Medicare to issue annual reports
to Congress on how long it takes to make
coverage, coding, and payment decisions; and

Strengthen seniors’ right to appeal a non-
coverage decision for a new medical tech-
nology.

Once enacted, these provisions will ensure
that all seniors, regardless of where they
seek medical treatment, have access to the
life-saving and life-enhancing technologies
and procures they need.

It would be a disservice to the 39 million
seniors and people with disabilities who will
benefit from your Medicare bill if I did not
bring to your attention now a separate Medi-
care patient access issue. We just learned
from HCFA on October 18th that outpatient
‘‘pass-through’’ payments for new medical
technologies and medicines will be cut by
50% on Jan. 1, 2001. The Agency is taking
this action despite its prior commitment in
an April 7 regulation not to consider any
cuts until 2002.

These severe and unexpected payment re-
ductions could significantly restrict pa-
tients’ ability to receive innovative treat-
ments in this setting, forcing them to re-
ceive more costly and time-consuming inpa-
tient procedures. The late hour at which
HCFA disclosed these cuts and the serious
implications they hold for Medicare patient
access to medical technology compel me to
raise the issue at this time. We hope that

you will encourage HCFA to administra-
tively delay these reductions until 2002 when
the agency has had time to gather more
complete data.

We greatly appreciate the sustained efforts
you are making to oversee the Medicare pro-
gram and make sure it continues to deliver
essential health care services to seniors in
the 21st century. Your work will greatly ben-
efit the millions of seniors and people with
disabilities who are covered by this program
in the years to come.

Thank you for your leadership in this area.
We wholeheartedly support your efforts to
ensure seniors get the health care services
they need and look forward to continuing to
work with you toward this goal.

Sincerely,
PAM BAILEY.

GE MEDICAL SYSTEMS,
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY,

Milwaukee, WI, October 19, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Office of the Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Office of the Senate Majority Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT AND MAJORITY
LEADER LOTT: GE Medical Systems strongly
supports the Medicare Balanced Budget Re-
finement Leadership Compromise Package
that provides for differential reimbursement
for new technology associated with screening
mammography.

GE Medical Systems—a global leader in
medical diagnostic equipment, services, and
health care information management—is
committed to ensuring that Medicare bene-
ficiaries have access to breast cancer screen-
ing using the latest advances in medical
technology. In partnership with the U.S.
government, we have invested significant re-
sources in the development of digital mam-
mography technology that holds the promise
for dramatically improving patient out-
comes through early detection and diagnosis
of breast cancer. The compromise package
provides for adjustment of Medicare pay-
ment rates for screening mammography to
reflect the costs associated with new tech-
nology advances like digital mammography.

We welcome the opportunity to work with
the leadership to ensure that access to the
benefits of digital mammography technology
is a reality for Medicare beneficiaries. Thank
you for your support of this important ini-
tiative.

Sincerely,
JEFF IMMELT.

To: The Honorable William J. Clinton, Presi-
dent.

Date: October 19, 2000.
Subject: Medicare Refinement Package.

As a representative of Tenet Healthcare
Corporation, I want to inform you of our sup-
port for final passage of the Medicare Refine-
ment Package being advocated by Congress.
While we fully understand and agree with
your position that hospitals should get a
fairer share of the restoration funds, we fear
any delay may impede final passage of any
Medicare restoration. As you are well aware,
hospitals would suffer severely from lower
reimbursements that would result.

For the last two years, many others and I
have spent significant time and effort in ask-
ing Congress to restore funding reduced by
the draconian cuts imposed in 1997. We have
demonstrated the short and long range nega-
tive effects on the overall quality and sta-
bility of our industry as a result of the cuts.
We greatly fear that the health care industry
may not be capable to meet the needs of the
public, much less the increased demand of
the baby boomer generation. We have been
able to convince a large number of members
to begin to restore funding both in 1999 and

this year. While the restorations are not sig-
nificant compared to the cuts, they are at
least a move in the right direction.

This year we had at least hoped to receive
more than one year of restoration, but set-
tled in recent days for one year, appreciative
of the Medicare and Medicaid DSH increases
and the 70% bad debt allowances. We fear
any last minute efforts may deter the final
package. As we said before, this would be
devastating. Therefore, while we appreciate
your efforts to provide hospitals a more equi-
table share of the restoration, we ask you to
assure passage of the bill this session.

Thank you for your interest.
Sincerely,

PHYLLIS LANDRIEU.

ASSOCIATION OF SURGICAL
TECHNOLOGISTS,

Englewood, CO, October 19, 2000.
Hon. DENNY HASTERT,
Speaker of the House,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
Hon. TRENT LOTT
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT AND MAJORITY
LEADER LOTT: This letter is written in sup-
port of the agreement you have reached on
Medicare and Medicaid refinement legisla-
tion. As you know, this bill makes a number
of important changes that will greatly en-
hance the ability of hospitals to continue to
delivery high-quality, cost-effective health
care.

We are urging your colleagues in the House
and Senate to support your package of
changes and we are also asking President
Clinton to support this package as well. We
believe it is extremely important that Con-
gress and President Clinton act on your pro-
posal as quickly as possible.

This legislation represents a major im-
provement in the Medicare and Medicaid
programs for both providers and bene-
ficiaries. Your hard work and dedication to
improving Medicaid is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM TEUTSCH, CAE, CEO,

Executive Director.

OCTOBER 19, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The National
Orthotics Manufacturers Association
(NOMA) strongly supports the Medicare Re-
finement legislation pending in Congress
that includes important provisions for the
orthotic and prosthetic community. We are
hopeful that the President will join the
health care community and support this leg-
islation.

Specifically, we support those provisions
that establish standards for billing of pros-
thetics and a limited number of custom-fab-
ricated orthotics, which should help bring
greater fiscal integrity to the Medicare pro-
gram and ensure that beneficiaries receive
the appropriate O&P items that their physi-
cians have ordered. As well, we applaud the
equity of allowing O&P to receive a full CPI
update for the first time in three years, since
the limited updates granted since 1998 have
not kept pace with inflation.

For these reasons, we respectfully encour-
age your office to ensure that these impor-
tant provisions remain part of any final
Medicare bill that is sent to the President.

Sincerely,
———

The National Orthotic
Manufacturers Association (NOMA).
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AMERICAN ORTHOTIC &
PROSTHETIC ASSOCIATION,

OCTOBER 18, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The American

Orthotic and Prosthetic Association (AOPA)
strongly support the inclusion of certain pro-
visions in the pending Medicare package
that is of great interest to the O&P commu-
nity.

Speficially, we support those provisions
that establish standards for billing of pros-
thetics and custom orthotics, which will
bring great fiscal integrity to the Medicare
program. We believe the final payment lan-
guage is a step in the right direction toward
guaranteeing that Medicare beneficiaries re-
ceive the best care possible and the appro-
priate O&P items that their physicians have
ordered, as well as implementing the rec-
ommendations of the HHS Office of Inspector
General and addressing the fraud and abuse
of the Medicare payment system.

Also, we applaud the equity of allowing
O&P to receive a full CPT update for the
first time in three years, since the limited
updates granted since 1998 have not kept
pace with inflation. Finally, we support all
legislative efforts which work toward im-
proving the negative impact on the frail dis-
abled which has resulted from the Health
Care Financing Administration’s (HCFA)
issuance of Ruling 96–1, and we look forward
to the results of the study included in the
bill.

For these reasons, we respectfully encour-
age your office to ensure that these impor-
tant provisions remain part of any final
Medicare bill that is sent to the President.

This is important legislation, and AOPA
hopes the President will sign it.

Sincerely,
———

President, American Orthotic
and Prosthetic Association.

UBS WARBURG,
New York, NY, October 19, 2000.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Capitol

Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: We appreciate your

time and leadership to date in structuring
national Medicare benefit and spending re-
finements. As always, we appreciate your
willingness to listen to our thoughts on
Medicare. We cannot stress how important
the current leadership’s Medicare and Med-
icaid relief package proposal is to healthcare
providers, and to investors. We are concerned
about the potential for the Medicare relief
package to be de-railed by politics. Such an
unfortunate scenario would, in our view,
damage any private sector (investor) faith in
the Medicare system that has been restored
since the original Balanced Budget Act of
1997, if such faith deteriorates again, we do
not believe the private sector will continue
to meaningfully fund the healthcare indus-
try, the government would end up spending
exponentially more to provide care, and
quality of care could be jeopardized in the
near-term.

Medicare spending has been almost frozen
over the last three fiscal years, and that
(along with intended and unintended cuts)
has taken its toll on the provider system.
According to MEDPAC, roughly 35% of all
hospitals are losing money on Medicare and
another 31% are surviving with less than a
2% profit margin. We estimate that 18% of
all skilled nursing beds are operating under
Chapter 11 protection, and that 10% of all
home health and hospice agencies have
closed or exited the business over the past 18
months. To put this in financial terms,

roughly $60 to $80 billion of value (equity and
debt) has been lost—most of this by inves-
tors and lenders.

In short, we believe the very care of the
healthcare delivery system (a system that
has historically relied on private sector in-
vestment to meet its capital needs) is at risk
of losing this essential, primary funding
source. It is critical that the pending Con-
gressional package of broad Medicare and
Medicaid benefit and spending refinements is
enacted before Congress adjourns. No legisla-
tion is perfect, however, the current package
is good and offers necessary progress toward
resuscitating healthcare providers and estab-
lishing investor confidence in the sectors. We
hope and anticipate that next year’s Con-
gress will continue the progress to date and
address other structural Medicare issues.
But for now, please focus your efforts on
passing the existing package.

We appreciate your leadership in restoring
confidence and solvency to healthcare deliv-
ery and your time in weighing our views and
recommendations. As always, we welcome
any opportunity to further discuss these
issues with you and your staffs.

Sincerely,
HOWARD G. CAPEK,

Executive Director,
U.S. Healthcare
Services Research.

MATTHEW J. RIPPERGER,
Director, U.S.

Healthcare Services
Research.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say this is
not the best tax relief bill in the world.
I think the best tax relief bill in the
world would reduce taxes on everyone.
But we have seemed to have got even
ourselves in the habit of saying we
want to give tax relief only to the right
people, which is an incredibly arrogant
position for us to find ourselves in,
that we would pick and choose the peo-
ple in America who are the right people
for tax relief.

For example, we have heard in cam-
paigns this year that people who have
photovoltaic cells in their roofs are the
right people and they can get in line;
people that drive hydroelectric cars are
the right people, they can get in line;
people with a child under 1 year of age
can get in line for tax relief, provided
that child is in a day care center ap-
proved by the government.

We ought not be picking and choos-
ing winners and losers. As representa-
tives of all the American people, we
ought to set policy everybody can suc-
ceed in, create opportunities for every-
one to do well, and we ought not ever
again be able to say we are only giving
tax relief to the right people.

I think this is a good start in helping
small businesses, but it should go to
everyone. We should have let people de-
duct insurance, medical insurance,
whether they were a large corporation
or small business, a long time ago. This
is a step in the right direction to do
that.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support the previous ques-
tion, support the rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,

and I rise to alert the House that there
is a provision in this statute that I
think is of seminal significance for the
small business community.

Since 1933, there has been a prohibi-
tion in the banking industry on the ca-
pacity of banks to pay interest on de-
mand deposits for business. In this bill
is a repeal of that prohibition. For the
first time small business in the United
States will be allowed to receive inter-
est on their checking accounts at de-
pository institutions.

It is a phased-in circumstance over
several years, with, at the beginning, a
concept called sweep accounts in-
volved, and then a complete prohibi-
tion comes into play.

But I would just simply alert the
body that this provision is in this bill,
and I would like to also express my
deep appreciation of the leadership for
allowing this very important banking
bill to come under consideration at
this particular time.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to vote
against the rule on H.R. 2614, the Certified
Development Program Improvements Act. On
September 26, 2000, the House Commerce
Committee approved the Beneficiary Improve-
ment Protection Act of 2000, H.R. 5291. This
bill was the result of extensive bipartisan ne-
gotiations between committee Members. Both
Republicans and Democrats sat down at the
same table and worked through their dif-
ferences to forge a bill which addressed the
concerns of hospitals, HMOs, home health
networks and other providers.

Despite the differences of opinion amongst
the various Members, we worked through our
disagreements and passed a bill that had
broad bipartisan support. I want to commend
my colleagues on both sides of the Commerce
Committee for their tireless efforts on that bill.

However, instead of building on the bipar-
tisan efforts of the Commerce Committee, the
Republican majority chose to go its own way
and start from scratch. One month after the
Commerce Committee acted, Democrats have
been waiting for the Republican majority to
bring us into negotiations, to recognize our
willingness to compromise and to extend us
the same courtesy. Last Friday, we received a
document that looked nothing like the bill
forged by the bipartisan efforts of the Com-
merce Committee. Aggravating this situation,
the Republican majority has made it clear that
they are not interested in entering into true ne-
gotiations on their bill. Rather they have cho-
sen to squander this opportunity by using the
calendar to pressure Members into agreeing
to a ‘‘quick fix.’’ Each day the majority places
one or two provisions back into the bill in an
attempt to pressure enough Members who
would rather obtain some relief, than nothing
at all.

This approach is unacceptable. In Illinois,
neither HMO’s nor hospitals can wait another
session for relief. This situation is not unique
to Illinois, I know many of you are hearing
daily from your seniors and health care pro-
viders who are pleading for relief. For the fore-
going reasons, I must vote against this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9, rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for any electronic vote on
the question of agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 209, nays
195, not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 555]

YEAS—209

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly

Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick

Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh

Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson

Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—195

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)

Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—29

Ackerman
Blagojevich
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner
Engel
Franks (NJ)
Hoekstra

Klink
LaTourette
Lazio
McCollum
McIntosh
Metcalf
Neal
Ney
Owens
Packard

Peterson (PA)
Shays
Spratt
Stupak
Talent
Thompson (MS)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
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Mr. TIERNEY and Mr. KUCINICH

changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. MCKEON changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BURR of North Carolina). The question
is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 207, noes 200,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 556]

AYES—207

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Paul
Pease
Petri

Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—200

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen

Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
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Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi

Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—26

Blagojevich
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner
Engel
Franks (NJ)
Hoekstra

Klink
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
McCollum
McIntosh
Metcalf
Neal
Owens

Packard
Peterson (PA)
Spratt
Stupak
Talent
Thompson (MS)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)

b 1309

Mr. HORN changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 5178. An act to require changes in the
bloodborne pathogens standard in effect
under the Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed with amendment in
which the concurrence of the House is

requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 2498. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for rec-
ommendations of the Secretary of Health
and Human Services regarding the place-
ment of automatic external defibrillators in
Federal buildings in order to improve sur-
vival rates of individuals who experience car-
diac arrest in such buildings, and to estab-
lish protections from civil liability arising
from the emergency use of the devices.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2335

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 2335.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

f

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 4942, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 653 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 653

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 4942) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, and
for other purposes. All points of order
against the conference report and against its
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which
I yield myself such time as I might
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 653 is a typical
rule providing for consideration of H.R.
4942, the conference report for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act
for fiscal year 2001. The rule waives all
points of order against the conference
report and its consideration, and pro-
vides that the conference report shall
be considered as read.

The House rules provide 1 hour of
general debate, divided equally be-
tween the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations, and one motion to re-
commit, with or without instructions,
as is the right of the minority members
of the House.

I want to briefly discuss the con-
ference report that this rule makes in

order. The conference report appro-
priates $445 million for the District of
Columbia, and it appropriates $37.5 bil-
lion for the Departments of Commerce,
Justice and State, the Federal Judici-
ary, and 18 related agencies.

b 1315

For the District of Columbia, the bill
provides $17 million for the college as-
sistance, $5 million to help move chil-
dren from foster care to adoptive fami-
lies, $1 million for pediatric health
clinics, and provides for the largest
ever drug testing and treatment pro-
gram. These appropriations go directly
to improving the lives of the District’s
residents.

The bill provides a $384 million in-
crease for the DEA, the FBI, and the
U.S. Attorneys to ensure that our Fed-
eral law enforcers have the tools that
they need in the 21st century. The bill
provides an additional $548 million for
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service to ensure the safety of our bor-
ders and the efficiency of our immigra-
tion process.

For local and State law enforcement,
the bill appropriates $4.7 billion, a
total that includes dollars for law en-
forcement block grants and funding for
Violence Against Women Act pro-
grams.

Equally important for the safety of
our people, the bill provides the State
Department with $6.9 billion. This
total, more than the President re-
quested, will ensure worldwide security
improvements at our embassies to en-
sure the safety of U.S. personnel. The
bill also provides full funding for our
current year United Nations assess-
ments.

I might add, it is the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), chairman for
the subcommittee, whose own interest
in worldwide safety of our embassies
has held sway in all of these debates
and provided the funding for these em-
bassies.

Mr. Speaker, I am sad to say that I
have heard that the President intends
to veto this bill, he intends to stop this
money for local law enforcement,
money for Federal law enforcement,
money for the residents of the District
of Columbia, money for the safety of
our embassies, and money for the
United Nations.

Mr. Speaker, do my colleagues know
why he has threatened to veto this
bill? Because it does not contain lan-
guage to provide mass amnesty for
those who have flouted U.S. law and
come to this country illegally. Such
language was not included in the
House-passed bill. Such language was
not included in any Senate version.
Yet, the President today seems to be
insisting that it is his way or the high-
way.

He seems to be saying today that he
wants to provide amnesty to law
breakers rather than provide funding
to law enforcers. Rather than provide
the funding to those who protect our
borders, he wants to provide amnesty
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to those who have illegally crossed
them.

See, Mr. Speaker, the President is in-
sisting on a rider on the appropriations
bill, precisely the same kind of legisla-
tive rider that caused him to veto, 5
years ago, a continuing resolution and
shut the government down. But if it is
his rider, it is a good rider. If it is our
rider, it is a bad rider.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that I have mis-
understood the President’s intentions.
For all we have heard from the White
House about finishing appropriations
bills in a timely fashion, I simply can-
not believe that he would delay funding
increases for the District of Columbia,
the Justice Department, the State De-
partment, the Commerce Department
and more.

I oppose the amnesty that the Presi-
dent seeks. But even if I supported it,
I would know that it does not now nor
has it ever belonged in an appropria-
tions bill.

Mr. Speaker, this rule was favorably
reported by the Committee on Rules. I
urge my colleagues to support the pre-
vious question and the rule so that we
may proceed with the general debate
and consideration of this important
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that this reso-
lution is being considered this morn-
ing, or this afternoon now, is proof
positive the Republican majority has
no plans to adjourn the 106th Congress
any time this week, this weekend, or
perhaps even next week.

This rule provides for the consider-
ation of an appropriations conference
report which has little chance of being
signed by the President of the United
States and, if vetoed, most likely will
not be able to muster the votes to over-
ride that veto.

Mr. Speaker, it is a mystery to me
why my Republican colleagues persist
in prolonging this session of Congress,
but prolonging it they are, and quite
unnecessarily.

Mr. Speaker, the Commerce, Justice,
State conference language has been at-
tached to the conference language on
the District of Columbia. It is bad
enough the D.C. appropriations bill has
been saddled with the Commerce, Jus-
tice, State appropriations, but what is
in the Commerce, Justice, State con-
ference language is especially egre-
gious.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican major-
ity had an opportunity to bring fair-
ness to immigrant families and individ-
uals who have made the United States
their home but who have been living
here in legal limbo for many years.
Earlier this morning, my Republican
colleagues on the Committee on Rules
said this language makes significant
progress in reforming immigration law
inequities; but, frankly Mr. Speaker, it
is not fair, and it does not go far
enough.

Democrats in the House and the Sen-
ate, as well as the President, handed
our Republican counterparts a golden
opportunity to fix a problem affecting
thousands of Latino families, but the
Republicans have fumbled the ball.

Mr. Speaker, the immigration lan-
guage in this bill is a pieced together
proposal which sounds good, but will do
little to help families. It perpetuates
the current patchwork of contradictory
and discriminatory immigration poli-
cies enacted by the Republican Con-
gress and leaves countless immigrants
in legal limbo.

This conference report does nothing
to resolve injustices that affect the
vast majority of Latino immigrants
now in this country. Mr. Speaker, this
conference report ignores the need to
stabilize the immigrant status of peo-
ple who have lived, worked, and paid
taxes in the United States for years.
This proposal is inadequate and unjust
and needs to be sent back to conference
rather than to the White House.

Mr. Speaker, the President has called
for these injustices to be rectified and
Democrats in the House and the Senate
have joined together in support of the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act
which would truly help to reunite im-
migrants who are already guaranteed
permanent residency status with their
families.

Democrats want to correct the in-
equity and legislation passed in 1997
which helped some Central American
war refugees while excluding others
and which specifically excluded immi-
grants from Haiti. The Latino and Im-
migrant Fairness Act corrects a mean-
spirited law passed by the Republican
Congress which vacated Federal law-
suits on behalf of those immigrants
who were wrongfully denied legaliza-
tion in the 1980s.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans had a
chance to fix these injustices by in-
cluding the Latino and Immigrant
Fairness Act in the Commerce, Justice,
State appropriations bill, but they
took a pass. The Republican leadership
has chosen to include an immigration
proposal in this conference report
which, again, picks winners and losers
among immigrants.

I am particularly concerned that the
so-called Hatch proposal does not fix a
specific problem in the 1996 immigra-
tion bill which has affected a number
of legal permanent residents who find
themselves subject to deportation be-
cause they pled guilty to offenses
which are not deportable offenses prior
to the 1996 law.

Yet, in spite of the fact that they
have paid their debt for these infrac-
tions, they have become subject to de-
portation. The House passed legislation
correcting this problem by voice vote,
yet this sensible and significant reform
of the 1996 law, which would keep many
families together, has not been in-
cluded in this Republican bill.

Mr. Speaker, this is a question of
fairness and justice for Latino and
other immigrant families around the

country. The Republican majority has
passed up an easy chance to right a
wrong. The President will be exactly
right to veto this conference agree-
ment. I can only hope whenever we see
the next version of this conference re-
port, the Republican majority will in-
clude the language of the Latino and
Immigrant Fairness Act which will
keep families together and bring about
real reform of the misguided legisla-
tion passed by earlier Republican Con-
gresses.

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of
other problems with this conference,
and I will not take a lot of time to go
into them. But there is another par-
ticularly troubling provision in the
conference agreement which relates to
the expansion of cable and satellite tel-
evision service in rural areas.

It is my understanding that, as late
as yesterday, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the ranking
member of the Committee on Com-
merce, along with the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
have been negotiating an agreement on
the language to ensure that loan guar-
antees for rural television were used to
enhance new competition and services
including satellites, wireless, and cable
in rural areas, and not just to stabilize
existing cable companies. Yet, when
the Committee on Rules met this
morning, a completely different
version of the rural cable language was
included in the bill.

The Democratic Members who have
been working with their Republican
counterparts had thought they were
negotiating on a proposal which would
bring competition to underserved areas
around the country. What is in the bill
seems to be quite different from what
they had been led to believe would be
included. I am sure they, along with
other Members from rural areas, might
have legitimate concerns about this
provision.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
also contains provisions in the District
of Columbia appropriations that, again,
as a Republican majority has done in
the past 6 years, infringe on the rights
of the citizens who live here, to make
decisions about how their own govern-
ment is run.

The provisions in the conference
agreement are significant improve-
ments on the House-passed appropria-
tion. It is my understanding that the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON) supports this lan-
guage. However, Mr. Speaker, the resi-
dents of the District are, again, being
held hostage by virtue of the fact that
a bill that is nothing more than veto
bait has been attached to it.

It is high time the taxpayers and
American citizens who live in this city
be treated with more respect by the
Republican majority and that a clean
D.C. appropriations bill be sent to the
President.
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Mr. Speaker, I cannot support this

conference report because the Repub-
lican majority has, again, failed to ad-
dress the real needs of real people. It is
well past time for this Congress to
have finished its business. I can only
hope that the President will veto this
conference report quickly, that the Re-
publican majority will substitute real
immigration reform for the meaning-
less provisions now in this report, and
that we can end this Congress knowing
we have done something fair and just.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Transportation.

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, there are
two issues I would like to address. One,
this legislation has language in it
which I commend the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HALL) and also Senator JUDD
GREGG dealing with conflict diamonds
which are resulting in men and women
in Sierra Leone having their arms cut
off.

When one is out buying diamonds
this Christmas, if one gets a good price
and one does not know where the dia-
monds are coming from, one is prob-
ably buying diamonds from Sierra
Leone and supporting people having
their arms and legs cut off.

The other issue, Mr. Speaker, in addi-
tion, this conference report contains a
provision that deeply troubles me. I
want Members of this body to be aware
that section 629 of the conference re-
port would legalize interstate pari-mu-
tuel gambling over the Internet. Under
the current interpretation of the Inter-
state Horse Racing Act in 1978, this
type of gambling is illegal, although
the Justice Department has not taken
steps to enforce it. This provision
would codify legality of placing wages
over the telephone or other electronic
media like the Internet.

We have been trying, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) and
others have been trying for months and
months to pass two bipartisan pieces of
legislation on gambling, the Internet
Gambling Prohibition Act and the Stu-
dent Athletic Protection Act which
would close the Las Vegas loophole on
the current ban of gambling on college
and high school athletes.

Both had overwhelming support.
Both had several hearings on them.
Both were the result of hard work. Yet,
at the end of Congress, both bills die,
and we bring this up to expand, to ex-
pand gambling at a time when men and
women are becoming addicted to this
process.

So, Mr. Speaker, as Members vote,
they have to understand both of these
provisions are in this bill.

I compliment the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HALL) and Senator JUDD
GREGG.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
‘‘News Stories From Around the Na-
tion About the Negative Impact of
Gambling’’ for the RECORD, as follows:
NEWS STORIES FROM AROUND THE NA-

TION ABOUT THE NEGATIVE IMPACT
OF GAMBLING

EXAMPLES OF THE CONSEQUENCES OF GAM-
BLING, THE PEOPLE IT AFFECTS, AND THE
REPERCUSSIONS OF SPECIFIC TYPES OF GAM-
BLING

GAMBLING CAN LEAD TO DEATH

‘‘A gambler losing big dollars in the high-
roller area of the MotorCity Casino in De-
troit pulled out a gun Wednesday, shot him-
self in the head and died, police said. Terri-
fied gamblers fled from the blackjack table
where off-duty Oak Park Policy Sgt. Sol-
omon Bell had been consistently losing large
bets, witnesses said. . . . Detroit police said
Bell had been gambling earlier in the day at
MGM Grand Detroit Casino and was hoping
to make up for some losses there. They said
he lost between $15,000 and $20,000 in the two
casinos during the day.’’ (Detroit Free Press,
1/27/00)

‘‘A former employee at Trump Marina
Hotel and Casino [Atlantic City] leaped to
his death from the gambling hall’s self-park-
ing garage early Friday. . . . [Charles]
LaVerde’s death marks the fifth suicide
plunge from a casino facility in less than a
year.’’ (Atlantic City Press, 5/27/00)

‘‘A German tourist jumped to his death off
a 10-story casino-parking garage Wednesday
in the third such suicide in Atlantic City in
eight days.’’ On Aug. 17, a gambler who had
lost $87,000 jumped to his death off a Trump
Plaza roof. On Monday, a dealer at Caesar’s
Atlantic City Hotel Casino committed sui-
cide by leaping off the casino’s parking ga-
rage. ‘‘It wasn’t clear if the most recent vic-
tim had been gambling. He left no suicide
note.’’ (Associated Press, 8/25/99)

A Hancock County (Miss.) woman says she
killed her mother and husband last year as
part of a suicide pact made in despair over
large gambling debts the trio had run up at
Gulf Coast casinos. ‘‘Julie Winborn pleaded
guilty in the death of her husband, Grady
Winborn, 57, and her mother, Inez Bouis, 66.
She was sentenced Thursday to two life sen-
tences. She had testified that the three lost
$50,000 at casinos and decided to end their
lives because they could not repay bank and
credit union loans.’’ (Associated Press, 9/10/
00)

‘‘A Florida man who lost $50,000 while gam-
bling [in Atlantic City] during the past two
days died Tuesday after he jumped seven
floors from a Trump Plaza Hotel and Casino
roof onto Columbia Place, officials said.’’
(Atlantic City Press, 8/18/99)

‘‘[South Carolina 6th Circuit Solicitor
John Justice said] that a man in Columbia
was convicted of murder [August 30]. The
fast-food restaurant employee had killed his
manager at the end of the night shift. In the
hours after the murder, the man had visited
three video poker machines. ‘When the po-
lice retrieved the $5, $10 and $20 bills from
the machine, the young lady’s blood was still
on the money,’ he said.’’ (The Herald [Rock
Hill, S.C.], 9/1/99)

[York County (S.C.) Sheriff Bruce Bryant]
said many [gamblers] ‘‘have the same dream:
finding the six magical numbers that unlock
the treasure known as the Texas Lottery.
. . . Billie Bob Harrell Jr. shared those com-
mon visions of the salvation of sudden for-
tune. And in June 1997, he found it. . . . He
and wife Barbara Jean held the only winning
ticket to a Lotto Texas jackpot of $31 mil-
lion. . . . And on May 22, 1999, Harrell locked
himself inside an upstairs bedroom in his
fashionable Kingwood home . . . investiga-

tors say he stripped away his clothes,
pressed a shotgun barrel against his chest,
and fired. . . . ‘‘Shortly before his death,
Harrell confided to a financial advisor, ‘Win-
ning the lottery is the worst thing that ever
happened to me.’ ’’ (Dallas Observer, 2/10/00)
brought on by video poker are not recorded
in police reports. ‘Arguing over video poker
is the reason for many domestic abuse cases,’
Bryant said. ‘We’ve had murders in York
County because of video poker.’ ’’ (The State
[Columbia, S.C.], 7/23/99)

After a night of drinking at a Kenner (La.)
casino Saturday night, a Ponchatoula man
apparently short himself to death in his car
outside the gambling boat, police said.’’
([New Orleans] Times-Picayune, 11/8/99)

GAMBLING CAN LEAD TO CRIME

‘‘An insidious new kind of crime is taking
hold, radiating out across southern New Eng-
land from the two Indian casinos in eastern
Connecticut. It is embezzlement committed
by desperate gamblers, usually compulsive
gamblers, who work in positions of trust.
. . .

‘‘A sampling of criminal cases over the
past two years shows that the amounts of
money can be staggering and that an in-
creasing number of the gamblers are women.
In all these cases, the money was used to
gamble at the Foxwoods Resort Casino or
the Mohegan Sun casino, authorities said.

‘‘In May 1998, Edward Hutner of Rocky Hill
was sentenced to prison for embezzling $1
million from his employer, a CIGNA sub-
sidiary, by creating fictitious pension plan
participants and moving the money through
brokerage firms. A few days later, Norwalk
investor adviser Richard Scarso was sent to
prison for stealing $1.4 million from 13 fami-
lies.

‘‘In the fall of the 1998, two Massachusetts
men, Thomas Aldred and Neal J. Colley,
were sentenced to prison and home confine-
ment for the theft of nearly $2 million from
the company where Aldred worked by cre-
ating fictitious shipments of supplies. Last
year, April Corlies was accused of embezzling
more than $300,000 from the Cross Sound
Ferry Co. in New London by manipulating
records of ticket sales. She is awaiting trial.

‘‘Early this year, Lynne M. Frank, who
handled bar receipts at The Bushnell, was
charged with embezzling $91,000. A few weeks
ago, James Coughlin of Waterford avoided
prison in his home improvement scam by
agreeing to partially repay victims, who lost
more than $200,000. . . .

‘‘This week state police are working on an
investigation expected to lead to the arrest
of Yvonne Bell, who was Ledyard’s tax col-
lector until she resigned in June after money
was discovered missing. An audit completed
recently put the figure at more than $300,000.
Two years ago former Sprague Tax Collector
Mary L. Thomas repaid $105,000 she had sto-
len from her town and was sentenced to pro-
bation.’’ (Hartford Courant, 8/23/00)

‘‘Of all the heroes who emerged from the
1984 Los Angeles Olympics, perhaps none was
more inspirational then Henry Tillman. A
big, tough hometown kid, he had plunged
into serious trouble when he was rescued in
a California Youth Authority lockup by a
boxing coach who saw a young man of un-
common heart and untapped talent. In a lit-
tle more than two years, he would stand
proudly atop the Olympic platform at the
Sports Arena, just blocks from his boyhood
home, the gold medal for heavyweight box-
ing dangling from his neck.

‘‘But two years after his mediocre pro ca-
reer ended, he was back behind bars. And
now he stands accused of murder in a case
that could put him away for life. . . .

‘‘[G]ambling got Tillman into trouble. He
was arrested in January 1994 for passing a
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bad credit card at the Normandie. He pleaded
no contest and got probation. In 1995, he
pleaded guilty to using a fake credit card in
an attempt to get $800 at the Hollywood
Park Casino in Inglewood. . . .

‘‘ ‘I have suffered from a long history of
gambling addiction, which I am very
ashamed had taken over my life,’ Tillman
wrote in a letter to the court,’’ (Los Angeles
Times, 1/26/00)

‘‘A 56-year-old (Southern California) com-
pulsive gambler pleaded guilty Tuesday to
several bank robberies and the attempted
murder of a police officer . . . (Terry Drake
Ball has been battling a severe gambling ad-
diction since at least 1971, when he received
the first of his four state and federal robbery
convictions, [his attorney] said. His struggle
was highlighted in the past year when he
won $250,000 from a casino bet on horse races
. . . and lost the entire amount within three
weeks, [his attorney] said.’’ (Los Angeles
Daily News, 10/27/99)

‘‘A former casino consultant fought back
tears as he told a federal jury Thursday that
he funneled hundreds of thousands of dollars
in payoffs to former [Louisiana] Gov. Edwin
Edwards and his son Stephen—before and
after Edwards left office in 1996. Ricky
Shetler’s testimony was backed by Shetler’s
own ledgers and conversations secretly re-
corded by the FBI. ‘‘It was the most dam-
aging to date in the six-week-old trial, and,
perhaps, in the 40-year public life of the
often scandal-plagued four-term governor
who was acquitted of federal racketeering
charges in 1986. Federal prosecutors say
Edwin and Stephen Edwards and five other
men took part in a years-long series of
schemes to manipulate the licensing of river-
boat casinos.’’ (Associated Press, 2/24/00)

‘‘The former president of the Decatur (Ala-
bama) Board of Education will serve at least
three years in prison for stealing more than
$50,000 from the Austin High School Band
Boosters. William Randall Holmes, 42, was
sentenced after a hearing Thursday which in-
cluded testimony that Holmes used a band
boosters credit card at casinos in Mis-
sissippi.’’ (Associated Press, 6/2/00)

‘‘A Rhode Island woman known as the
‘church lady’ is free on bail after pleading in-
nocent to stealing $3,000 from four severely
mentally retarded adults at a Mansfield
(Mass.) group home to play slot machines at
Foxwoods Casino. . . . An organist at St. The-
resa’s Church in Nasonville, R.I., [Denise]
Manderville worked as a caretaker for the
four adults.’’ (Boston Herald, 3/9/00)

‘‘On Friday, the 24-year-old former bank
manager [Lonnie Lewis, Jackson, Tenn.]
pleaded guilty to embezzling about $1 mil-
lion from the bank where he worked, then
using the money to support a lavish lifestyle
. . . Court records indicate Lewis’s wife, Rita,
41, also used some of the money to gamble at
casinos in Tunica. A federal lawsuit filed by
the bank last year said Rita Lewis was
spending about $6,500 a month at two Mis-
sissippi casinos.’’ ([Memphis] Commercial
Appeal, 2/26/00)

‘‘Brian Dean Gray, a former Richmond
(Va.) stockbroker, pleaded guilty yesterday
in U.S. District Court to all three federal
fraud charges against him for stealing more
than $850,000 from clients and gambling
much of it away. . . . He used more than
$350,000 to gamble on horse racing, at New
Jersey casinos and in card games.’’ (Rich-
mond Times Dispatch, 6/3/00)

‘‘Stevan Datz, co-owner of the former
United Surgical Center, in Warwick (R.I.),
has been sentenced to five years’ home con-
finement and five years’ probation for em-
bezzling money from his company. . . . ‘‘He
took a total of $149,859 from the company,
said Jim Martin, spokesman for the attorney
general’s office. . . . Special Assistant Atty.

Gen. Danika Iacoi, who prosecuted the case,
said Datz spent the money at Foxwoods ca-
sino, on travel and on other personal ex-
penses.’’ (Providence Journal-Bulletin, 10/29/
99)

‘‘Rodney Stout, 25, of Pine Bluff (Ark.) was
sentenced Friday to 30 years in prison for ab-
ducting Stacey Polston of Jacksonville and
her 18-month-old daughter at gunpoint and
stealing Polston’s van. . . . Stout was under
financial pressure, he said. He had a ‘gam-
bling problem’ that came to a head when he
gambled away $5,000 he had set aside for
moving expenses.’’ (Arkansas Democrat-Ga-
zette, 5/9/00)

‘‘By the time former Placerville (Calif.) po-
lice officer Jerry Olson was arrested for bank
robbery last month, he had hit ‘rock bot-
tom,’ his father said. Battling drug addiction
and crushed under gambling debt, the 39-
year-old already had lost his job. FBI agents
say he may have robbed 10 banks in Northern
California and Nevada.’’ (Associated Press, 3/
8/00)

‘‘A former Monrovia (Calif.) cop who stole
$124,000 from that city’s police officers asso-
ciation was sentenced today to 16 months in
prison and ordered to repay the money, and
to pay state taxes of $11,300. . . . The former
La Verne resident embezzled the MPOA
money from the association between Decem-
ber 1994 and December 1998 to pay off gam-
bling debts.’’ (City News Service, 6/23/00)

‘‘Former University of Southern California
baseball player Shon Malani was sentenced
Wednesday to two years in federal prison for
stealing nearly $500,000 from the federal cred-
it union where he worked. U.S. District
Judge Helen Gillmor rejected a request for
leniency made by Malani’s attorney, who
said he stole the money to pay off gambling
debts totaling hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars.’’ (Associated Press, 3/1/00)

‘‘A departing Florida A&M University
journalism professor and former Tallahassee
Democrat columnist has been charged with
stealing nearly $8,000 in checks from the
school’s student newspaper, where he was an
adviser, police said. . . . ‘‘ ‘I’ve had a problem
with gambling, mainly playing the lottery,
and I’m seeking counseling for it,’ [said
Keith Thomas].’’ (Associated Press, 7/27/00)

‘‘An arraignment date for William O’Hara
a former administrator of Bartron Clinic in
Watertown (S.D.) charged with embezzling
$670,000 from his employer to cover funds for
a gambling addiction, is expected to be set
this week.’’ (Watertown [S.D.] Public Opin-
ion, 6/13/00)

‘‘A San Francisco financial planner plead-
ed guilty yesterday to laundering more than
$6 million of his clients’ money in a scheme
to pay off gambling debts and other personal
expenses, according to the U.S. attorney’s of-
fice.’’ (San Francisco Chronicle, 6/29/00)

‘‘A 19-year veteran of the (Massachusetts)
state authority that helps low- and middle-
income families buy houses is believed to
have funneled as much $130,000 from one of
the agency’s funds into his personal bank ac-
count to pay for gambling debts, officials
said yesterday.’’ (Boston Herald, 10/28/99)
GAMBLING CAN LEAD TO DEBT AND BANKRUPTCY

‘‘One third of 120 compulsive gamblers par-
ticipating in a pioneering treatment study
have either filed for bankruptcy or are in the
process of filing, a University of Connecticut
researcher said Tuesday . . . . (Nancy) Petry
said she recently gave a talk to a group of
bankruptcy lawyers who estimated that as
many as 20% of their clients had mentioned
gambling as a reason for their problems.’’
(Hartford Courant, 6/14/00)

‘‘The Secret Service in investigating
whether a prominent Louisville cancer doc-
tor who went bankrupt after losing more
than $8 million gambling last year com-

mitted fraud when he borrowed millions
from local banks, the doctor’s lawyer
says. . . .’’(Stanley) Lowenbraun, an
oncologist, is the former president of the
Kentucky Oncology Society. . . .[I]n 1998
alone he lost $8.2 million, bankruptcy
records show. Most of that was lost playing
craps at casinos in Atlantic City and Las
Vegas, including $2 million at Ballly’s ca-
sino, $2 million at Caesar’s Atlantic city,
$400,000 at the Hilton International Hotel and
Casino, $1.7 million at the Rio Hotel $ Casino
and $1.42 million at the Trump Taj Mahal Ca-
sino, according to a list of debts Lowenbraun
filed in bankruptcy court. The remainder
was lost betting on the horses at Churchill
Down and the Sports Spectrum.’’ (Louisville
Courier-Journal, 11/8/99)

‘‘Will Torres Jr. spends part of his day lis-
tening to sad stories. As the director of the
Terrebonne Parish (La.) District Attorney’s
Office’s Bad Check Enforcement Program,
Torres has heard some doozies. ‘‘I’ve seen
people lose their homes, their retirements
wiped out, their marriages. People losing ev-
erything they have,’’ Torres said. Gambling,
specifically video poker, is starting to catch
up with drugs and alcohol as a precursor to
local crime. . . ‘‘Torres and the District At-
torney’s Office recently noticed an inter-
esting trend while profiling bad-check writ-
ers: a large number of their suspects are
video poker addicts. ‘We’re not talking about
people who mistakenly write a check for gro-
ceries at Winn-Dixie for $25.33,’ Torres said.
‘We’re talking about people who are writing
checks for $25 or $30 eight times a day at lo-
cations with video poker machines or places
in close proximity of video poker machines.’
‘‘So far this year, Torres’ office has collected
$320,000 for Terrebonne Parish merchants
who were given 3,600 worthless checks.
Torres said about 30% of those bad checks
are connected to gambling. ‘‘ ‘It’s eating peo-
ple up,’ he said. ‘It’s real sad when people
don’t have a dollar. No money for food be-
cause of gambling addictions. I’ve seen it up
close, and video poker plays a large role in
the problem.’ ’’ (The Courier [Houma, La.], 8/
28/99)

GAMBLING CAN LEAD TO ADDICTION

‘‘As many as 500,000 Michigan adults could
be ‘lifetime compulsive gamblers,’ and the
number could swell with two new Detroit ca-
sinos in operation and a third to open soon,
says a new state report. The survey, released
Wednesday, also found that well over half of
those with gambling problems began young.
‘When we asked compulsive gamblers ‘‘When
did you start having a problem?’’ we were
startled to learn that 77% of them said they
were already compulsive by the time they
were 18,’ said Jim McBryde, special assistant
for drug policy in the Michigan Department
of Community Health,’’ (Detroit News, 1/13/00

‘‘At Detroit’s Gamblers Anonymous, a
spokesman says the addition-counseling
service has seen a 200% rise in demand in
this year’s first three months over the same
period in 1999. The number of calls to the
state’s toll-free compulsive gambling help
line has risen almost monthly, from 1,817
last October to 5,276 in May.’’ (Associated
Press, 7/26//00)

‘‘At Detroit’s Gamblers Anonymous, a
spokesman says the addiction-counseling
service has seen a 200% rise in demand in
this year’s first three months over the same
period in 1999. The number of calls to the
state’s toll-free compulsive gambling help
line has risen almost monthly, from 1,817
last October to 5,276 in May.’’ (Associated
Press, 7/26/00)

‘‘With the proliferation of gambling in re-
cent years, social workers and other mental-
health professionals have seen a disturbing
increase in compulsive gambling, said
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Salvatore Marzilli, president of the Rhode Is-
land Council on Problem Gambling. . . .

‘‘In 1990, Marzilli said, there was only one
Gamblers Anonymous group meeting in
Rhode Island each week. Today there are 10;
each has at least 20 members.’’ (Providence
Journal, 4/28/00)

GAMBLING CAN LEAN TO PROSTITUTION

‘‘Escort services (in Detroit) are flour-
ishing. Agencies with names such as Queen
of Hearts and Casino Babes whisper their
$100-an-hour promotions from classified ad
columns and from home pages on the Inter-
net. Two months before casinos came to
town, the Wayne County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment began monitoring local exotic escort
service Web sites; at the time, there were
seven. By the end of September, two months
after MGM’s grand opening, that number had
grown to 42.’’ (Detroit News, 2/7/00)

‘‘A growing federal probe accuses eight-
year East Palo Alto (Calif.) Councilman R.B.
Jones of treating his elected office like his
personal cash cow. . . .

‘‘Court documents hint that Jones’ passion
for gambling has compounded his legal prob-
lems. In 1997, a self-described former mis-
tress gave sworn testimony that she moon-
lighted as a prostitute at Navada brothels
from 1983 through 1991 ‘when Mr. Jones need-
ed money for his gambling.’ ’’ (San Francisco
Chronicle, 7/31/00)

GAMBLING AFFECTS CHILDREN

‘‘A 4-year-old girl remained in protective
custody (in Fort Mill, S.C.) after her mother
was charged with leaving her in a locked car
while she played video poker.’’ Tuesday in
Ridgeland, a woman whose 10-day-old baby
died in a sweltering car while she played
vedo poker was given a suspended sentence
and five years’ probation.’’ ‘‘York County
(S.C.) Sheriff Bruce Bryant said such inci-
dents reflect the addictive nature of video
poker. ‘You see the same thing with people
addicted to cocaine and heroin. They lose all
rational thought and will do anything to
support her habit, sell the furniture right
out of their house, leave their babies in
locked cars during the middle of summer.’
(The State [Columbia, SC], 7/23/99)

‘‘Children have been left unattended at In-
diana’s riverboat casino more than three
dozen times while their parents or other
guardians were gambling during the past 14
months. A Courier-Journal review of Indiana
Gaming Commission records found 37 in-
stances involving an estimated 72 abandoned
children since May 1999, when the state first
began compiling reports of such episodes.

‘‘In one case, an infant had to be revived
with oxygen.’’ (Louisville Courier-Journal, 7/
8/00)

‘‘A woman was arrested [in Shreveport,
La.] on two felony counts of cruelty to a ju-
venile after she allegedly left two children in
a car with the windows rolled up while she
played video poker.. . . The girls in
(Candice) Bradley’s custody—ages 5 and 2—
were in the woman’s car, which was parked
in the sun and its windows were shut, [a po-
lice spokesman] said. The National Weather
Service reported the temperature at that
time to be 89 degrees.’’ (Associated Press,
7/26/00)

‘‘A Rhode Island woman was arrested Sat-
urday after police discovered that she left
four children unattended for 14 hours at
Foxwoods Resort & Casino.’’ (The Day [New
London, Conn.], 7/16/00)

‘‘A Westville (Indiana) woman arrested last
year for leaving her infant daughter in a car
to gamble is being prosecuted again, accused
of leaving her children home alone so she
could play the odds. . . . [Friends] found the
children, aged 15 months and 4 weeks, alone
inside the residence.’’ (South Bend [Ind.]
Tribune, 7/21/00).

‘‘A 31-year-old Virginia woman has been
arrested on neglect charges for leaving six
young children unattended in a sweltering
vehicle while she and her mother played the
slot machines at the Caesars riverboat ca-
sino.’’ (Louisville Courier-Journal, 7/12/00).

GAMBLING AFFECTS FAMILIES

‘‘There is an ugly undercurrent that’s
sweeping away thousands of Missourians-
people whose addiction to gambling has led
to debt, divorce and crime. This is a world of
people like Vicky, 36, a St. Charles woman
who regularly left her newborn son with
baby sitters to go to the casinos and who
considered suicide after losing $100,000. ‘‘And
Kathy, a homemaker and mother of two
from Brentwood, who would drop her kids at
school and spend the entire day at a casino
playing blackjack. She used a secret credit
card that her husband didn’t know about to
rack up more than $30,000 in debt. . . .’’ (St.
Louis Post-Dispatch, 2/6/00)

‘‘The battle against domestic violence is
gaining ground, and work by University of
Nebraska Medical Center researcher Dr. Rob-
ert Muelleman is helping. . . . Muelleman
worked on a . . . study at the UNMC hospital
this summer. The study has not been pub-
lished yet, so the results are not entirely
concluded, he said, but some preliminary in-
ferences can be drawn. ‘It looks as if problem
gambling in the partner is going to be as
much a risk factor as problem alcohol, and
that’s really new information,’ he said.’’
(Daily Nebraskan, 1/13/00)

GAMBLING AFFECTS THE UNDERAGE

A study released Tuesday suggests young
people age 18 to 20 apparently have little
problem playing video poker or buying lot-
tery tickets [in Louisiana]—even though
they are legally too young to do so. . . . The
study is based on a series of stings conducted
by Louisiana State Police early last year
with the help of underage informants. . .
Under the direction of State Police, under-
age informants visited 501 lottery retailers
in early 1999. They were successful buying
lottery tickets 64% of the time. The under-
age informants also made 501 attempts to
play video poker and were successful 59% of
the time.’’ ([Baton Rouge, La.] Advocate, 5/
10/00)

GAMBLING AFFECTS SENIORS

‘‘[A survey] conducted by a [Las Vegas]
problem gambling center and UNLV pro-
fessor Fred Preston, found that nearly 60% of
Clark County residents older than 55 gamble,
while 30% do so at least once a week. . . .

‘‘Just under 3% of seniors had problems
with gambling at some point in their lives,
while another 2.4% had signs of pathological
gambling in the past. . . . The UNLV re-
searchers also found that 20% of those sen-
iors who gambled said they knew at least
one person with a gambling problem.’’ (Las
Vegas Sun, 7/31/00)

GAMBLING AFFECTS COLLEGE STUDENTS

‘‘As allies of the National Collegiate Ath-
letic Association push legislation that would
ban wagering on college sports, a new study
found that one out of every four male stu-
dent-athletes may be engaging in illegal
sports betting—and that one in 20 places bets
directly through illegal bookies. And though
prevalent among student-athletes, the study
found that sports wagering activity is higher
among ordinary students—39% among male
nonstudent athletes. . . .

‘‘The study surveyed 648 student-athletes
and 1,035 students, both male and female, at
three midwestern universities. . . . The
study also found that 12% of male student-
athletes—roughly the same portion as non-
athletes—showed signs of problem gambling.
About 5% of the overall athlete sample dem-
onstrated signs of pathological gambling dis-
orders.’’ (Las Vegas Sun, 7/6/00)

CASINOS

‘‘Tethered to his post by a curly plastic
cord that stretched from his belt loop to a
frequent-player card inserted in a Black
Widow slot machine, James Lint pondered.
What happens to the little guy when casinos
come to town?

‘‘‘I see a lot of people leave with tears in
their eyes,’ said the Georgia businessman,
taking a short break from the machine in Bi-
loxi’s Beau Rivage casino. ‘They come here
too much, and they spend too much money.’

‘‘Lint, who flies his private plane to Biloxi
three times a year to kick back at the casi-
nos, doesn’t count himself among the ranks
of those who gamble away what they cannot
afford. But some people do lose their grocery
money to slot machines, and no one—not ca-
sino operators, not gung-ho promoters of the
industry—denies it.

‘‘It would be hard to: The Mississippi Coast
has been at the center of several high-profile
compulsive gambling incidents, including
one involving two famous writers, brothers
who squandered an inheritance worth more
than $250,000 at blackjack and slots.

‘‘It is a hard-edged reality that happens—
at casinos, at racetracks, at church bingos,
at state lottery outlets. The Mississippi
Coast has seen a 26-fold increase in the num-
ber of Gamblers Anonymous meeting—to 13 a
week—since the first casino opened in 1992.’’
(Lexington [Ky.] Herald-Leader, 9/12/99)

‘‘Detroit’s casinos, the city and state are
raking in more profits and tax money than
even they expected, but legalized gambling is
not yet making a ripple in the lives of most
Metro Detroiters.

‘‘How come all those promises and nothing
has been developed?’ asked George Reo, who
lives on Auburn on Detroit’s northwest side.
‘A lot of improvements were supposed to
happen and, in my mind, they should have
happened by now. I don’t see any improve-
ment in city services. Taxes aren’t lower.’

‘‘As Detroit prepares to mark the first an-
niversary of casino gambling on July 29, not
all the hopes and expectations that sur-
rounded the heady, early days have come
true:

About 7,500 new jobs have been created.
But the 10 million people who’ll gamble here
this year aren’t boosting most others busi-
nesses.

‘‘There’s been little economic spin-off for
stores, bars, clubs, sports teams or cultural
institutions.

The $50 million in casino taxes collected by
the city in the just-completed fiscal year dis-
appeared into its general fund. So far, that’s
not translated into additional police officers,
recreation centers, widespread neighborhood
improvements or lower taxes.’’ (Detroit
News, 7/23/00)

‘‘Seven months before the (Illinois) Gen-
eral Assembly voted last year to approve a
new casino for Rosemont, a small group of
rich and influential figures in Illinois gam-
bling met in a Northern Michigan Avenue
high-rise to plot to divvy up the jackpot.
Their agenda: appease a big potential oppo-
nent to the plan, Arlington International
Racecourse owner Dick Duchossois.

‘‘In the end, according to sworn testimony
given by Duchossois and aides in a federal
lawsuit, the racetrack owner and major po-
litical contributor was promised a 20% stake
in the new Rosemont boat if he used his con-
siderable influence in Springfield to help get
it approved. ‘‘Depositions in that lawsuit,
obtained by the Tribune, provide the first de-
tailed glimpse into the intricate plotting,
horse-trading and double-dealing that went
on behind the scenes to win state approval
for a new riverboat sure to make it owners
reap tens of millions of dollars a year in
profits.’’ (Chicago Tribune, 4/2/00)
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‘‘Senate President John Hainkel, R-New

Orleans, has accused the riverboat casino in-
dustry of trying to use the Louisiana Asso-
ciation of Retarded Citizens to pressure sen-
ators for a limited gambling tax increase.’’
([New Orleans]) Times-Picayune, 6/11/00)

‘‘More than half the state’s adult popu-
lation has visited a casino, either in Michi-
gan or elsewhere, a statewide poll shows . . .
People at the top and bottom of the income
scale are the biggest spenders at the casinos.
Those making less than $15,000 a year spend
$172 per visit, and those earning more than
$100,000 per year spend $161 per visit. People
in the $30,000–$45,000 income bracket spend
the least, reporting an average of $87.40 per
visit. ‘‘Pollster Ed Sarpolus noted that the
age groups most likely to visit casinos are
between 18 and 24, and between 50 and 54.’’
(Detroit Free Press, 11/17/00)

‘‘California Indian tribes that operate gam-
bling casinos have spent something in excess
of $100 million, and perhaps as much as $150
million, in the past decade on contributions
to politicians, video ad campaigns for two
ballot measures, lobbying fees and other
forms of ‘political action.’ And in doing so,
the tribes have arisen from virtual invisi-
bility to become the single most powerful
political force in the Capitol. . .The goal of
that years-long political effort was simple: A
monopoly on full-scale casino gambling in
California. And by any measure, it’s been a
stunning success. . . .

‘‘Tribal casino operators already have an-
nounced plans for lavish new facilities
throughout the state, some costing more
than $100 million to construct. Nevada gam-
bling corporations, which originally fought
the Indians, are now joining them by forging
management contracts with the tribes. . . .
Bill Eadington, a University of Nevada,
Reno, specialist in gambling economics, has
concluded that by the end of the decade In-
dian casinos will be pulling in $5.1 billion to
$10.3 billion a year in gambling revenues.’’
(Sacramento Bee, 7/2/00)

STATE LOTTERIES

State officials are admitting a small core
of heavy gamblers, many of them poor, are
the mainstay of the California Lottery. The
voter-approved lottery that benefits public
education has maintained for 15 years that
lottery players simply reflect the population
of California. After an ANG Newspapers re-
port in December and subsequent grilling by
legislators, the Lottery began compiling fig-
ures that show a fifth of its players account
for 90% of the multibillion-dollar
sales. . . .‘‘Of the 2 million heavy gamblers,
more than half are from households earning
less than $35,000 a year. People from house-
holds earning less than $25,000 annually
make up 41% of the lottery’s heavy gamblers
while they are less than a third of Califor-
nia’s adult population. The heavy, poor gam-
blers spend an average of more than $830 a
year on the games.’’ (Las Vegas Sun, 2/24/00)

‘‘State lotteries hurt the poor and have
lousier payouts than other types of legal wa-
gering, the former head of a federal panel on
gambling said Tuesday. Calling lotteries ‘a
regressive tax’ on the poor with particular
impact on minorities, Kay James said states
don’t regulate their gambling as well as gov-
ernment regulates gambling by busi-
ness...She spoke Tuesday at a Minneapolis
program sponsored by the Center of the
American Experiment which wants Min-
nesota to ban most lottery ads, raise the age
for buying tickets from 18 to 21 and prohibit
new gambling.’’ ([Minneapolis] Star Tribune,
10/27/00)

‘‘Hoping to boost sagging sales, the Ohio
Lottery has doubled the daily drawings of
games played most heavily in black neigh-
borhoods, some of them the poorest in Cleve-

land. . . .In areas of Cuyahoga County where
more than half of the residents are black,
sales per capita—$234—are three times high-
er than in areas where a majority of resi-
dents are white. Sales are heavier in lower-
income neighborhoods of Cuyahoga County.
Where the household income is below the
county median of $35,381, per-capita betting
is twice as high as areas above the medium.’’
(Cleveland Plain Dealer, 10/10/00)

‘‘A three-month investigation by the Pitts-
burgh Tribune-Review found Pennsylvania
Lottery sales come disproportionately from
the poor and working class. In Allegheny
County, the most recent lottery records
available show stores in neighborhoods with
per captia incomes lower than $20,000 sold
more than twice as many tickets per resi-
dent as those in neighborhoods where the av-
erage incomes exceeded $30,000. . . .‘‘The lot-
tery’s 1997 study found 39 percent of ‘heavy’
players—those who bet at least once a
week—report household incomes below
$25,000 a year.’’ (Pittsburgh Tribune-Review,
8/22/00)

‘‘The state [of Florida] is preying on poor
people by selling Lottery tickets at check-
cashing stores that offer short-term, high-in-
terest loans against a future paycheck. Ac-
cording to sales from the 1988–99 budget year,
Florida Lottery tickets are sold by 161
check-cashing stores, payday loan stores and
pawnshops, many located in low-income
neighborhoods.’’ (Miami Herald, 11/25/00)

INTERNET GAMBLING

‘‘More than 850 Internet gambling sites
worldwide had revenues in 1999 of $1.67 bil-
lion, up more than 80% from 1998, according
to Christiansen Capital Advisors, who track
the industry. Revenues are expected to top $3
billion by 2002.’’ (Reuters, 5/31/00)

LOBBYING FOR GAMBLING

‘‘Lobbyists [in West Virginia] have spent
more than $1 million in the past five years to
get the attention of state officials, and gam-
bling interests are the biggest spenders. . . .
Lobbyists for gambling interests have spent
more than $220,000 since 1996, compared to
about $3,333 spent by gambling opponents.’’
(Las Vegas Sun, 6/5/00)

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL).

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FROST) for yielding me the
time.

I want to also stand up, like the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) has
just done, my friend, and talk about
conflict diamonds. There is a section in
the bill that deals with the issue, sec-
tion 406. It is an amendment that is
supposed to eliminate the problem. I do
not think that it will, although I sup-
port it. I regret that an alternative
that I negotiated and all sides agreed
would be preferable, but it was not in-
cluded in the conference report.

Conflict diamonds or blood diamonds
are diamonds that are sold in the
United States. They are sold in great
numbers. The problem with it is that
these conflict diamonds come from
countries like Sierra Leone, the Congo,
Burkina Faso, Liberia, and Angola.

What they do is they arm the rebels.
They make the civil war go. What has
happened over the years is that they
have killed people. They have maimed
all kinds of children. We have actually
had hearings here in the Congress.

They go to disrupt society. Sierra
Leone is still disrupted as a result of
these conflict diamonds.

Today the industry is trying to play
catchup, and they are acting like they
are trying to play catchup. They have
come up with a solution to this prob-
lem. For years, it has ignored the
rebels’ role in overthrowing the demo-
cratic government; but over the same
period, the diamond industry has raked
in phenomenal profits. Last year alone,
the industry leader posted an 89 per-
cent increase in profits.

Until now, Congress has dem-
onstrated little leadership on this
issue; and we really failed on this par-
ticular issue. There have been some
shining exceptions: the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE),
the gentlewoman from Georgia (Ms.
MCKINNEY), people that supported the
CARAT Act, Holly Burkhalter, who is a
human rights advocate with Physicians
for Human Rights, and Amnesty Inter-
national. They have been tremendous
on this issue.

I want to thank Senator GREGG in
the Senate. He has been great on this.
He stood alone on this. However, his
amendment, the reports are that the
administration is saying it will not en-
force this provision. That is deeply
troubling to me because of the indus-
try’s attempt to renege on its com-
promise with the coalition because of
assurances it has received from U.S. of-
ficials that they have no intention of
enforcing Senator GREGG’s amendment.
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And so if this is the case, we are back
to square one.

The problem with it is that I think
probably we need to take the gloves
off. We need to go to the American con-
sumers and tell them that they are
contributing to killing; that they are
contributing to the fact that people are
being raped, children are having their
arms cut off, and the reason why that
is happening is because they are buying
the diamonds. We need to inform the
consumers in America that when they
go into a store that they should ask
the question, where do these diamonds
come from; what is the history of these
diamonds. And if that question cannot
be answered, they should not buy the
diamonds.

Americans buy 65 percent of all the
diamonds in the world. We can make a
difference in Africa; we can take the
profit out of war. It is time we take the
gloves off. We have the chance to real-
ly do something. Oftentimes, as we
look at Africa, we do not have lever-
age. We can do something because we
buy the diamonds in the world. We can
stop these blood diamonds. We can
make a difference.

The industry has had a chance. They
have let the clock run out. The admin-
istration has had their chance; they
have let the clock run out. The major-
ity party had their chance, and they
have let the clock run out. This is what
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makes us look bad, when we can do
something that makes a difference for
people and stop the killing.

Hopefully, we are not finished here. If
this bill is vetoed, we might have a
chance for another shot at doing some-
thing right.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of this rule. The Amer-
ican people need to pay close attention,
however, to the maneuverings that are
going on in these last closing days of
Congress. During this time, Members of
Congress are, of course, anxious to go
home and campaign, so the American
people should pay close attention to
what the Clinton-Gore administration
is threatening those of us in Congress
to do unless we do what they want.

In fact, there is a veto threat to this
Congress over the D.C., Commerce-Jus-
tice-State conference report. And what
is that veto threat that the Clinton-
Gore administration is making to Con-
gress? Unless we include a general am-
nesty for all illegal aliens, a general
amnesty meaning millions of illegal
aliens to be permitted to stay in this
country, the President is threatening,
the Clinton-Gore administration is
threatening to veto this bill and keep
Congress in session. Millions.

It has been described as family reuni-
fication. No, the Republicans are sug-
gesting a compromise. Let us put peo-
ple together who fell through the
cracks 10 years ago and have some fam-
ily reunification. What Clinton-Gore is
demanding is a mass, a mass, amnesty
for millions of illegal aliens, bypassing
all of the legal restrictions making
sure that all those people all over the
world who are waiting in line to come
here legally will be made fools of; mak-
ing sure that millions of illegal aliens,
people who are now illegally in this
country and have violated our laws are
eligible for education and health bene-
fits because they are now legally in our
country.

Is this what we want to do with our
surplus? Is this what Clinton-Gore
wants to do with the surplus? We can-
not give it back in some sort of modest
tax relief; but we can, instead, grant
millions of people who have come here
illegally the right to consume benefits
and cost the government billions of
dollars.

The last time we granted such an am-
nesty was in the mid-1980s. I come from
California. I saw what that did to our
country. We are talking about a huge
increase in illegal immigration right
after that amnesty. Because every time
we give an amnesty to illegal immigra-
tion, it is like putting out a welcome
mat: come on in from all over the
world. Because if they can get here
they know they will eventually be able
to outwait these people and they will
be able to get government benefits just
like everybody else.

I know how painful this is for some
people on the other side, Mr. Speaker,

who just tried to describe this as fam-
ily reunification. That is not the de-
mand of the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion. Again, it is a betrayal of the
American people, the people who are
here legally, who have come here as
immigrants legally through the proc-
ess. Those people, they love this coun-
try enough to obey our laws. Should we
then reward people who have just
thumbed their nose at the legal system
and come here illegally and put them
on an equal par to those legal immi-
grants, those people who make our
country and have such a beneficial ef-
fect on our country?

There is a lot of politics being played
in this country right next to this elec-
tion. There are some people who are
calculating that Americans of Hispanic
descent, especially Americans of Mexi-
can descent, in some way like illegal
immigration. That is an insult to those
American citizens. This bill is an insult
to them; and it is an insult, as I say, to
the legal immigrants who have gone
through the system and done what
they were supposed to do and are mak-
ing fine U.S. citizens.

But, no, what we have now is a threat
from this administration, and I believe
it is for political reasons, to make sure
that millions of people who have come
to this country are made legal in an
amnesty program, and a general am-
nesty. Again, let me say that those of
us on the Republican side are willing to
compromise. We think it is a fine com-
promise to bring family reunification,
and a much lower level of people would
be involved in this, and it is a humane
thing to do. But a general amnesty is a
betrayal of our country and our people.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, if Members
want to know why they ought to vote
against this bill they have more
choices than a New York delicatessen.

I do not understand what is hap-
pening here, because up until 2 days
ago we were proceeding on a bipartisan
track, and we were going to pass this
bill by a good margin. Now that has
fallen apart.

There are a number of problems with
this proposition. First of all, the prob-
lem is the lack of fairness in terms of
the way it deals with immigration
issues. I will not get into that now, but
later in the debate there will be people
on this floor who will bring this issue
to my colleagues in human terms so
that they can understand the unfair-
ness and the human pain that is being
brought to individual human beings by
what this Congress is trying to do.

Second, we have the problem of the
threat to privacy of every American
posed by abuse of the Internet; the
ability, for instance, to use Social Se-
curity numbers to unlock all of the se-
crets of the lives of individual Ameri-
cans.

There is a provision included in this
bill which will make matters worse
than they are today. It is called the

Amy Boyer law. She is a young woman
who was tracked down by a stalker and
murdered, because he was able to get
her Social Security number and then
find out her place of work, and wound
up being killed because of it. This pro-
vision in this bill is named for her, but
her father is so outraged by the way
this has been handled that he is asking
that her name not be associated with it
in any way.

Third, this bill appropriates enor-
mous amounts of money for coastal
areas to protect fragile environments.
The money in this bill for that provi-
sion is 50 percent higher than the com-
promise amount agreed to in the inte-
rior appropriation bill just a month
ago. But much of that money will not
be used for protection of our coastal
areas. It will, instead, be used for the
degradation of those coastal areas.

After weeks of negotiations, the Sen-
ate flatly rejected a request on our
part to add one sentence to this bill,
which simply said that any funds used
for construction in coastal areas be
used for environmentally-sound
projects. That was rejected. As a re-
sult, the prevailing position in this bill
is that the majority of money will be
used for environmentally-unsound
projects. That alone is reason enough
to veto this bill.

There was also an earlier effort to
reach an agreement to provide about
$40 million for the most serious re-
maining water pollution problem we
have, nonpoint source pollution. In-
stead, this bill cuts that $40 million to
$10 million and uses every dollar of
that $30 million for pork projects in
coastal States. I did not know that
Kentucky was a coastal State, but it is
going to get some money.

There are other problems associated
with this bill. No money for tobacco
litigation. That is going to cost the
Treasury millions of dollars. There are
five reasons why this bill ought to be
rejected, and we will hear more as the
debate progresses.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I re-
gret that some would use fear, would
use the darkest shadows that might
exist within our society, would use
false statements to try to describe
something that is basic justice. I guess
Governor Bush’s compassion does not
extend to his party here in the major-
ity in Congress.

What we seek in this legislation, that
is not here, is three simple common
sense justifiable public policy immigra-
tion issues. They are: one, during the
1980s, the INS wrongfully denied, under
U.S. law, thousands of persons who
could have legalized their status to do
so. And that is universally recognized.
That injustice of the government
should not be on the backs of those
families but should be on the back of a
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government that unjustifiably, ille-
gally denied them their opportunity to
adjust their status. So we look to right
that wrong.

We hear a lot about family values.
Well, that is what 245(i), which was the
law of the land, stripped away by the
Republicans in their last immigration
bill, seeks to accomplish. We simply
seek to restore that which was the law
of the land and say that U.S. citizens
and permanent residents who have
family members here in the United
States and who, under existing immi-
gration law, have the right to adjust
their status, should not be ripped apart
and sent back while they are waiting
to legalize a status that they have
every right to accomplish. We should
preserve families, and that is a family
value.

And lastly, during the Reagan-Bush
era, we conducted wars in Central
America in promotion of democracy.
And we told those people that they
would have a place here while those
wars raged. Now we seek to turn our
backs on them instead of giving them
the same right that this Congress gave
to Nicaraguans and Cubans. They de-
serve the same rights.

This is not about a blanket amnesty.
This is about fairness and justice in
helping taxpaying law-abiding individ-
uals who have made their families here
in the United States. And the Latino
community is watching as to what this
Congress does on these votes.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, when
we talk about real Latino and immi-
grant fairness, whom are we talking
about? We are talking about legislation
crucial to immigrants from all back-
grounds, from all countries, to every
American who understands that our
country was built by people from
around the world, that it once offered
sanctuary to those fleeing the dangers
around the world.

I am gratified that many of my col-
leagues have joined me in cosponsoring
legislation to rectify this crisis, to pro-
tect people who have fled political vio-
lence in Central America and the Car-
ibbean, to provide relief to immigrants
who have resided in the U.S. since 1986
and some decades before, including
many of those who were wrongly
turned away admittedly by the INS
and Immigration officials when they
sought their permanent adjustment,
and to reinstate a family-based visa
program 245(i) program.

Instead, we are left with so-called
‘‘LIFE’’ bill, a bill that was hatched by
Republicans in the last 24 hours. Let
me tell my colleagues, this LIFE bill is
rife with errors, most notably, the
error of omission.

An immigration bill that does not ad-
dress the issue of parity for all Central
Americans is not worth the paper it is
printed on. It is unworthy of serious

discussion other than sharp criticism.
It is a relic of Cold War politics.

Because immigrants and Latinos,
among them millions of voters, will
not be deceived by this ploy, will not
be dissuaded from our goal nor divided
from each other.

This current proposal is the legisla-
tive equivalent of offering a single cup
of water to an entire band of people
who have been exiled, left to wander
for years through the desert; and then
its sponsors have the audacity to ex-
pect those tired and thirsty people to
be grateful for a few elusive drops of
water of relief.

Mr. Speaker, do not send Members
home until we allow immigrants to
continue to call America their home.
Do not allow this Congress to end until
we have brought an end to the injustice
and insecurity that has plagued the im-
migrant community.

I urge Members on both sides of the
aisle, remember the principles at
stake. Forget about politics. Forget
about partisanship. Instead, focus on
the principles of fairness, freedom, and
families.

Ronald Reagan signed the amnesty
bill of 1986. Let all those be in America
that Ronald Reagan signed a bill for.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Southern California (Mr.
BILBRAY).

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I was in
the House and listened to the discus-
sion, and I guess the discussion of talk-
ing about a drop of water is maybe
very appropriate.

Some Members here may not know
this, but I am probably the only Mem-
ber of Congress that has rescued illegal
immigrants as they were drowning. I
am probably also the only Member of
Congress that, sadly, has had to re-
cover their bodies when they were not
rescued.

Now, I would just ask, as we talk
about this in political terms, that we
remember there is a human factor
here. And the human factor is not just
in the neighborhoods way up north.
The human factor is also in our neigh-
borhoods along the frontier.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind
my colleagues that over 260 people die
every year trying to come into this
country illegally and that is more or
equal to those who were killed in the
Oklahoma explosion.

I wish this institution would be as
outraged at the carnage along our fron-
tiers as they are with the terrorism
within our borders. But they admit it
is not the fault of the Immigration
Service that we have these problems. It
is the fault of those fuzzy thinking peo-
ple around this country who think that
breaking the law and rewarding people
for breaking the law somehow will
come out to be a good thing.

The concept of breaking the basic
tenants that, playing by the rules, peo-

ple should be rewarded, breaking the
law and breaking the rules, they should
not be, that is a basic concept we try to
especially teach our children.

But will this institution learn that?
I am just asking my colleagues to

consider that every one of us that of-
fers a job or offers a benefit or offers
amnesty to somebody who is illegally
in this country is doing the bait-and-
switch on those people that are out of
the country right now watching, that
they are going to say, let us come to
America illegally because the Congress
of America will reward us for doing
that; and then when they are drowning,
when they are dying in the desert,
when they are dropping off the cliffs in
the Southwest, we will be responsible
for it.

I am asking us to get back to com-
mon sense and fairness, playing by the
rules here in Congress and in our immi-
gration policy.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote against
this rule and against the conference re-
port because of what it does not con-
tain as well as what it does contain.

The conference agreement does not
contain language that would embody
the Latino and Immigrant Fairness
Act. I heard the last gentleman that
spoke just say they are breaking the
law. There is a time for fairness, which
indeed is above the law.

This bill does not contain language
that would allow those persons who
have lived in the United States since
1986 to have access, simply to have ac-
cess, to legalize their status while they
are indeed making a contribution to
the society and paying taxes.

Most of these immigrants are doing
essential work in our communities
that no one else will do. We take ad-
vantage of them but give them no ben-
efits. We indeed should be ashamed of
ourselves. It may be they are breaking
the law, but it is immoral what we are
doing to them.

The bill does not contain language
that will allow persons who wish to re-
main in America to pay a fee so they
can stay here with their families. We
say we are about family values, but we
are breaking families up.

This bill does not contain language
that would give equal treatment to all
Central American immigrants, includ-
ing Haitians, to live and to work here
and to participate in the citizenry. And
while the bill does not include lan-
guage that would treat these immi-
grants fairly, guess what it does do?
This bill does include language that
will allow the Federal Government to
invade the privacy of citizens and ob-
tain information from census data that
every citizen believes they gave in con-
fidence to their Government. In fact,
we said to them that no one would in-
deed know about that information.
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The census, Mr. Speaker, is very im-

portant. But our word is even more im-
portant. We should indeed be ashamed
of what is not in this bill as well as
what is in this bill.

I urge defeat of both the rule and this
bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this rule and to the underlying bill be-
cause of an important omission in the
bill, Section 245(i) of the Immigration
law. It sounds like a technicality, but
it is not.

I would like to tell my colleagues
about Vicky Lynn Gonzalez of Bea-
verton, Oregon. She married a man
named Luis Gonzalez. Together they
have a son, Alex, who is now 2 years
old.

Vicky Lynn goes to college at night,
works full time. But because section
245(i) was removed and is not in this
bill, Luis is waiting in Mexico and Alex
is growing up alone.

This is unfair. This is unjust. This is
not friendly to families. I know be-
cause I had to grow up without my fa-
ther because that was a sacrifice that
we had to make to get to this country.

I do not want any other American
child to have to grow up without their
parent because of some omission that
we can fix in this bill today.

I ask for a no vote from all Members
who care about families, who care
about children, who care about chil-
dren growing up with care from both
parents. Vote no on this bill.

Remember Vicky. Remember Luis.
And remember Alex. I ask for a no vote
on the rule and on the bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point
out to the gentleman who just spoke
that that is not an omission. This is
not a technical omission. That provi-
sion that he desires to be in the bill
was not in the House bill and was not
in any Senate version and has not had
a hearing. It is the desire of this Presi-
dent and the rest of them to add a rider
to an appropriations bill that would
satisfy them. But it is not an omission.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this rule. The underlying bill has some
good news in it, and that is there are
more programs and more money for
coastal impacted areas, for oceans and
Great Lakes and wildlife. But that is
only on the surface. The bad news is
that those monies are sucked away for

pork for earmarks, for projects that
have fingerprints all over them for spe-
cial interests in particular districts in
this country.

So they are taking generic money
that is supposed to be used for non-
point-source pollution, which should
affect every one of the 50 States, and
putting more money into it and then
sucking it away, so that there is only
$10 million left for the entire country.
And where does that money go? It goes
to specific projects in specific States
that are partisan and very biased.

Most of it, I have to say, is not from
this House. It is from the other body.
The other side is grabbing money that
we in the House of Representatives
ought to be applying to all the people
of the United States so that they can
have some special interests. That is
wrong, and it is so wrong that people
should vote no on this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to respond to my
friend the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) about omissions, about
some things that are not in the House
or not in the Senate bills.

I would say to my friend, there are
commissions and omissions, and we be-
lieve there is an omission. There is an
opportunity to do the right thing.
There is an opportunity to right a
wrong. There is an opportunity to cor-
rect a mistake made by the Congress of
the United States. To not do so when
one has the opportunity to do it is, I
suggest to my friend from Georgia, an
omission and, in addition to that, a
grievous omission.

This provision has been talked about
for months now. It is called Latino
fairness. But as the gentleman from
Oregon so correctly observed, it is for
fairness for everybody.

I want to tell my colleagues why I
rise on this floor and feel so strongly
about this provision. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is on the
floor. I am glad he is on the floor. He
and I, during the 1980’s, were members
of the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, the Helsinki Com-
mission. And we are still members of
that. And one of the things that we
fought shoulder to shoulder to do in
the 1980’s was to ensure that families
would be together, that families would
be unified.

The issue there was whether or not
the Soviet Union was going to allow in-
dividuals out of the Soviet Union to
unite with their families. The issue
here is whether the United States is
going to force people out of the United
States to become disunited from their
families and whether or not we will
provide for greater unification of fami-
lies from throughout Central and
South America in a fair way.

b 1400
There ought to be a resounding ‘‘yes’’

to that question. There ought to be a
resounding ‘‘no’’ as the gentleman
from Oregon says to this rule so that
we cannot commit the omission which
has been so grievously perpetrated in
this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to oppose the attempt to gut privacy
provisions in the Commerce-Justice-
State appropriations bill.

Earlier this year, the House passed
strong privacy legislation that would
protect against misuse of Social Secu-
rity numbers. Now we are being asked
to weaken a good piece of legislation.

Amy Boyer was the first known vic-
tim of an Internet stalker. Her killer
purchased information, including her
Social Security number, from an on-
line information broker for $50. He
then used her Social Security number
to track down Ms. Boyer.

Ms. Boyer’s family has said that they
do not want this language included in
this bill and have gone so far as to say
that they want their daughter’s name
removed from the bill because it does
not stop people from obtaining private
information from information brokers.

Yesterday, the Washington Post
called this language a Trojan horse.
Mr. Speaker, this will not stop future
stalkers from obtaining Social Secu-
rity numbers. This language would roll
back the progress made by this body.
We must not ignore the privacy rights
of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reject this legislation.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, if you
take a look at the back of your Social
Security card, you will see the state-
ment: improper use of this card and/or
number by the numberholder or by any
other person is punishable by fine, im-
prisonment, or both.

Now, the premise of the Amy Boyer
bill was supposed to be that we would
ensure that we protected against a
felon purchasing any one of our fam-
ily’s Social Security numbers and then
using it in a way, as did the stalker of
Amy Boyer, to kill her, or to do any-
thing even less severe than that that
just interfered with the privacy of the
families of our country.

What has happened, however, is that
the bill has now been amended by the
Senate and sent back to us, although
we never agreed with this, and here is
what the back of the card is going to
say from now on: improper use of this
card and/or number by the
numberholder or by any other person is
not punishable by fine, by punishment,
by imprisonment, or by anything. You
can do whatever you want with Amer-
ica’s Social Security numbers.
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So something that was originally in-

tended to protect people like Amy
Boyer, a 21-year-old young woman, and
everyone else in our country like her
has now been transmogrified by the di-
rect mail industry, by every other in-
stitution in America that wants to
turn each one of our family members
into a product marketed as though we
have no privacy rights, no ability to
protect our own information, and use
the Social Security number, the gov-
ernment-provided Social Security
number, as the clue to every single per-
son’s privacy in our country.

We should reject this Senate provi-
sion. On the House side, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAW), the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. KLECZKA), the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON), we all agree on
what should be the protection. There
really is not a debate on the House
side. But just because it is the last
minute of the session, we should not
accept something that turns privacy in
our country on its head.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recognized for 11⁄2
minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I wish I could give my appre-
ciation to those who brought this bill
to the floor of the House. But clearly
this is a true example of compassionate
conservatism, when so many of us are
left out of the circle of inclusion in this
legislation.

First, let me say what a poor exam-
ple of procedural prowess to attach to
the District of Columbia bill disparate
legislation that has nothing to do with
the fine people of Washington, D.C., at-
taching this bill dealing with Com-
merce and State and Justice. Then
might I say that after all the begging,
as the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Immigration and Claims,
working with so many of the leaders of
this Democratic Caucus, of the His-
panic Caucus, of Senator REID, and not
having the Latino Fairness Act that
deals with restoring the rights to those
who deserve to be counted in this coun-
try, taxpayers, families to be reunited,
individuals who are strong and who de-
mand and should receive the right to
access legalization, our friends and our
neighbors.

And then this country, under this Re-
publican leadership, refused to stand
up and acknowledge that most Ameri-
cans support hate crimes legislation. It
is not divisive; it is inclusive. It is to
say that all of us are under the same
umbrella and that in fact we are
against the attack on the Jewish day
care center in California or the citizens
going to church in Illinois who were
shot by a hateful person who believed

that we should divide and not over-
come division.

I would ask that we send this bill
back and do the right thing for our
good friends of this Nation and restore
their rights as immigrants to make
them citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I am very disappointed in what
the Republican leadership brought to floor in
the form and guise of the Commerce, Justice,
State Appropriations. As Ranking Member of
the Subcommittee on Immigration and Claims,
I am mostly concerned about the Latino Immi-
gration Fairness Act. (LIFA) The phrase ‘‘com-
passionate conservatism’’, has very hollow
meaning, if you just talk the talk and not walk
the walk. This LIFA proposal is the modern
day civil rights issue of our time, and just 12
days to election day, the Republicans are
thumbing their noses at immigrants who have
contributed to our society and are trying to
play by the rules. I say no deal to this pro-
posal, and I urged a ‘‘no’’ vote.

This involves amnesty for immigrants who
have paid their dues and have been in this
country since 1986, parity for Liberians, Gua-
temalans, Haitians, and Hondurans, and re-
storing Section 245(i), which allows immi-
grants to adjust their illegal status, pay a fee,
and remain in this country with their spouses
and children. These are reasonable proposals,
and the Republican leadership has a blind eye
for fairness—for justice—and for equity.

The Republican proposal to provide relief to
only 400,000 immigrants who were unable to
take advantage of the 1986 law for those en-
tering the country before 1982 is unaccept-
able. It is unacceptable because it leaves and
locks to many people out. This is a proposal
that is thinly veiled as an open door, but it
really is a feeble attempt to play up to the His-
panic vote during the political season.

The Republican legislation is a piecemeal
correction of the flawed implementation of the
1986 legalization program. Basically, those in-
dividuals who sought the counsel of a specific
lawyer and filed suit with him are protected,
while countless others are left out. Of those
people who are covered in the flawed pro-
posal, less than 40 percent are expected to
prevail. If the GOP acknowledges that the
1986 law was not implemented correctly, they
should try to right the wrong entirely, not pick
some winners and losers based on what law
firm they signed up to represent them.

Also, it is important to understand that this
‘‘amnesty program’’ in fact is just a long over-
due update in the registry provision of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act. The registry pro-
vision gives immigrants who have been here
without proper documents an opportunity to
adjust to permanent status if they have been
here for a long enough time and have nothing
in their background that would disqualify them
from immigrant status. The legislation would
just update the cutoff date for registry which is
now set at 1972.

Then there is Juan Gonzalez who has been
working for a construction company in Hous-
ton, Texas for more than 13 years. Recently
he lost his job because he was not able to
present his employer a renewed Employment
Authorization. Since then his family is living a
nightmare. Juan and his wife Luisa are having
problems and close to a divorce. They lost
their home and rented a 2-bedroom apart-
ment. Unfortunately, their children are paying
the consequences.

We also need to remain every vigilant on
NACARA parity. This would address an injus-
tice in the provisions of the Nicaraguan Adjust-
ment and Central American Relief Act of 1997
(‘‘NACARA’’). NACARA currently provides
qualified Cubans and Nicaraguans an oppor-
tunity to become lawful permanent residents of
the United States. The proposed legislation
would extend the same benefits to eligible na-
tionals of Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras,
and Haiti. The Bill that the Republicans have
brought to the floor has completely left
NACARA parity out. I say no deal, and a ‘‘no’’
vote.

Like Nicaraguans and Cubans, many Salva-
dorans, Guatemalans, Hondurans, and Hai-
tians fled human rights abuses or unstable po-
litical and economic conditions in the 1980s
and 1990s. The United States has a strong
foreign policy interest in providing the same
treatment to these similarly situated people. In
addition, returning migrants to these countries
would place significant demands on their frag-
ile economic and political systems.

Like Senator JACK REED, I have worked very
hard to ensure that the 10,000 Liberian nation-
als who have been living in the United States
since the mid-1980’s and have significantly
contributed to the American economy are not
deported. This legislation should also include
these Liberian nationals.

If the Latino Immigrant Fairness Act is not
enacted, hundreds of thousands of people will
be forced to abandon their homes, will have to
separate from their families, move out of their
communities, be removed from their jobs, and
return to countries where they no longer have
ties.

The inclusion of the Latino Immigrant Fair-
ness provisions would evidence our commit-
ment to fair and even-handed treatment of na-
tionals from these countries and to the
strengthening of democracy and economic
stability among important neighbors.

The Republican proposal creates a ‘‘V’’ visa
for people waiting in the family backlogs, but
not all, including U.S. citizens. This counter-
proposal treats the family members of some
legal permanent residents better than U.S. citi-
zens. The GOP proposal leaves out U.S. citi-
zens applying for their children over the age of
21. Ironically, the GOP fails to help even
United States citizens seeking to reunite with
their spouses and children if the spouse or the
child fell out of status for six months or more.
In contrast, the Latino Immigrant Fairness Act
245(i) proposal would cover all people in the
pipeline to becoming legal equally. I say no
deal and a ‘‘no’’ vote.

The Republicans are failing to correct their
flawed legislation of 1997 and 1998. It was the
Republicans who passed piecemeal programs
in 1997 and 1998 for some refugees. These
flaws failed to correct years of uneven treat-
ment to legitimate refugees from Central
America, Haiti, and does nothing for Liberian
nationals. It is baffling why today the Repub-
licans are now turning their backs on the LIFA
proposal for long time refugees, that have
been in the United States for years, worked
hard and paid their taxes when a few short
years ago they advanced these same pro-
posals.

There is no compassion here, Mr. Speaker.
Congress should stop trying to trade some de-
serving immigrant groups for others, and move
to help all deserving immigrants willing to play
by the rules, pay taxes, and work hard in the
United States.
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Mr. Speaker, I am also outraged that this

House has brought forth the important Com-
merce-Justice-State Conference Report to be
voted on; yet the Republican leadership has
not felt the need or importance to include lan-
guage to address the dreadful acts of hate
crimes.

This move by the Republican leadership is
a slap in the face to the many people here in
the United States who have historically been
subjected to hateful acts resulting in death,
bodily harm, as well as mental and physical
anguish, only due to a person’s race, ethnicity,
gender, age or sexual orientation.

How can we as elected representatives for
the American people ignore our duty to ensure
that all people are treated equally? How can
we ignore our moral oath to protect people
from hateful acts that arise because of a per-
son’s race, ethnicity, gender, age or sexual
orientation? How can we allow hateful skele-
ton’s of this country’s past to be revived and
allowed to infect our society today. Mr. Speak-
er, this chamber’s silence on the need for hate
crimes legislation would do just that, and the
absence of hate crimes language in the CJS
Conference Report sends the message that
this country’s stance on crimes of hate is not
a top priority.

This issue is very dear to me and I am
ashamed that after two years from the date of
James Byrd Junior’s vicious murder on a
paved road in my home state of Texas, that a
Bipartisan Hate Crimes Prevention Act has not
become law.

Time and time again, I have come to the
floor and asked the Republican leadership to
support meaningful hate crimes legislation. I
have introduced my own hate crimes legisla-
tion and have supported legislation and reso-
lutions introduced by my colleagues in both
the House and the Senate. Yet, I find myself
coming before the American people once
again to compel the Republican leadership to
include hate crimes language in the CJS Con-
ference Report in order to increase penalties
on perpetrators of hate crimes before the
106th Congress comes to a close.

Mr. Speaker, the same tactics that have
been used in the Texas State Legislature to
run out the time in the legislative session to
defeat the passage of hate crimes legislation
have been used here in the United States
Congress as well. When the James Byrd, Jr.
Hate Crimes Act was introduced in my home
state of Texas in January of 1999, it was hast-
ily defeated in the state Senate. And when
state Democrats attempted to negotiate with
Republicans in the state Senate and the Gov-
ernor’s administration to get a bipartisan hate
crimes bill passed, political games were
played to extend the process until the end of
the state legislative session.

As I have stated, this political ploy was not
only used in my home state of Texas, but it
has been used here in both chambers of the
United States Congress as well. We have at-
tempted to negotiate with members of the Re-
publican party to get hate crimes legislation
passed within the 106th Congress, however,
political games and wizardry have been used
to delay the process until the congressional
session comes to an end.

I therefore, call on the Republican leader-
ship, with the American People as my wit-
nesses, to once again ask for the passage of
hate crimes legislation to address senseless
killings and crimes of hate and to make a

statement that the United States will no longer
tolerate these Acts.

Since James Byrd Junior’s death our nation
has experienced an alarming increase in hate
violence directed at men, women, and even
children of all races, creeds and colors.

Ronald Taylor traveled to the eastside of
Pittsburgh, in what has been characterized, as
an act of hate violence to kill three and wound
two in a fast food restaurant. Eight weeks
later, in Pittsburgh Richard Baumhammers,
armed with a .357-caliber pistol, traveled 20
miles across the West Side of Pittsburgh
where he killed five people. His shooting vic-
tims included a Jewish woman, an Indian, ‘‘Vi-
etnamese,’’ Chinese and several black men.

The decade of the 1990’s saw an unprece-
dented rise in the number of hate groups
preaching violence and intolerance, with more
than 50,000 hate crimes reported during the
years 1991 through 1997. The summer of
1999 was dubbed ‘‘the summer of hate’’ as
each month brought forth another appalling in-
cident, commencing with a three-day shooting
spree aimed at minorities in the Midwest and
culminating with an attack on mere children in
California. From 1995 through 1999, there has
been 206 different arson or bomb attacks on
churches and synagogues throughout the
United States—an average of one house of
worship attacked every week.

Like the rest of the nation, some in Con-
gress have been tempted to dismiss these
atrocities as the anomalous acts of lunatics,
but news accounts of this homicidal fringe are
merely the tip of the iceberg. The beliefs they
act on are held by a far larger, though less
visible, segment of our society. These atroc-
ities illustrate the need for continued vigilance
and the passage of the Hate Crimes Preven-
tion Act.

It is long past the time for Congress to pass
a comprehensive law banning such atrocities.
It is a federal crime to hijack an automobile or
to possess cocaine, and it ought to be a fed-
eral crime to drag a man to death because of
his race or to hang a person because of his
or her sexual orientation. These are crimes
that shock and shame our national conscience
and they should be subject to federal law en-
forcement assistance and prosecution.

Therefore, I would urge my fellow members
of the United States House, Congress and the
American people to be counted among those
who will stand for justice in this country for all
Americans and nothing else.

We must address the problem of hate
crimes before the 106th Congress convenes
its legislation. I say no deal and no vote to this
Conference Report until these issues are ad-
dressed.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I urge my colleagues to support the
previous question and the rule and let
us get on with the debate on these im-
portant bills. It is getting late in the
year. The appropriators have worked
long and hard into the evening. We
have an opportunity to close up one
more of them this afternoon, and I urge
us to do so.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic vote on the
question of agreeing to the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 214, nays
194, not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 557]

YEAS—214

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Paul
Pease
Petri

Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NAYS—194

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon

Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E.B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—24

Blagojevich
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner
Franks (NJ)
Jones (OH)

Klink
Lazio
McCollum
McIntosh
Meek (FL)
Metcalf
Owens
Packard

Pallone
Peterson (PA)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stupak
Thompson (MS)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)

b 1426

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HANSEN). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 212, noes 192,
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 558]

AYES—212

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering

Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—192

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Boyd

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio

DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford

Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)

Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes

Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—28

Bishop
Blagojevich
Borski
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Cooksey
Crowley
Danner
Evans

Franks (NJ)
Horn
Klink
Larson
Lazio
Leach
McCollum
McIntosh
Meek (FL)
Metcalf

Owens
Packard
Peterson (PA)
Spratt
Stupak
Thompson (MS)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)

b 1434

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts
changed his vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE
RULES

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 651 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 651

Resolved, That it shall be in order at any
time on the legislative day of Thursday, Oc-
tober 26, 2000, for the Speaker to entertain
motions that the House suspend the rules re-
lating to the following measures:

(1) the bill (H.R. 2498) to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for rec-
ommendations of the Secretary of Health
and Human Services regarding the place-
ment of automatic external defibrillators in
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Federal buildings in order to improve sur-
vival rates of individuals who experience car-
diac arrest in such buildings, and to estab-
lish protections from civil liability arising
from the emergency use of the devices;

(2) the resolution (H. Res. 650) expressing
the sense of the House with respect to the re-
lease of findings and recommendations by
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
regarding the electricity crisis in California;

(3) the bill (H.R. 1550) to authorized appro-
priations for the United States Fire Admin-
istration for fiscal years 2000 and 20001, and
for other purposes;

(4) the bill (S. 2943) to authorize additional
assistance for international malaria control,
and to provide for coordination and consulta-
tion in providing assistance under the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 with respect to
malaria, HIV, and tuberculosis;

(5) the bill (S. 2712) to amend chapter 35 of
title 31, United States Code, to authorize the
consolidation of certain financial and per-
formance management reports required of
Federal agencies, and for other purposes;

(6) the bill (H.R. 5309) to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 2305 Minton Road in West Mel-
bourne, Florida, as the ‘‘Ronald W. Reagan
Post Office Building’’;

(7) the bill (S. 3194) to designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 431 North George Street in
Millersville, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Robert S.
Walker Post Office’’’

(8) the bill (H.R. 4399) to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 440 South Orange Blossom Trail in
Orlando, Florida, as the ‘‘Arthur ‘Pappy’’
Kennedy Post Office Building’’;

(9) the bill (H.R. 4400) to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 1601–1 Main Street in Jacksonville,
Florida, as the ‘‘Eddie Mae Steward Post Of-
fice Building’’;

(10) the bill (H.R. 5528) to authorize the
construction of a Wakpa Sica Reconciliation
Place in Fort Pierre, South Dakota, and for
other purposes; and

(11) the bill (H.R. 5314) to amend title 10,
United States Code, to facilitate the adop-
tion of retired military working dogs by law
enforcement agencies, former handlers of
these dogs, and other persons capable of car-
ing for these dogs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today the Committee on Rules met and
passed this resolution, providing it
shall be in order at any time on the
legislative day of Thursday, October 26,
for the Speaker to entertain motions
to suspend the rules and pass or adopt
the following 11 measures:

H.R. 2498, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for rec-
ommendations of the Secretary of
Health and Human Services regarding
the placement of automatic external

defibrillators in Federal buildings in
order to improve survival rates of indi-
viduals who experience cardiac arrest
in such buildings, and to establish pro-
tections from civil liability arising out
of the emergency use of these devices;

the resolution H. Res. 650, expressing
the sense of the House with respect to
the release of findings and rec-
ommendations by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission regarding the
electricity crisis in California; the bill
H.R. 1550, to authorize appropriations
for the United States Fire Administra-
tion for fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and
for other purposes;

the bill S. 2943, to authorize addi-
tional assistance for international ma-
laria control and to provide for coordi-
nation and consultation in providing
assistance under the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 with respect to ma-
laria, HIV and tuberculosis;

the bill S. 2712, to amend chapter 35
of title 21, United States Code, to au-
thorize the consolidation of certain fi-
nancial and performance management
reports required of Federal agencies,
and for other purposes;

the bill H.R. 5309, to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 2305 Minton Road in West
Melbourne, Florida, as the ‘‘Ronald W.
Reagan Post Office Building’’;

the bill S. 3194, to designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service
located at 431 North George Street in
Millersville, Pennsylvania, as the
‘‘Robert S. Walker Post Office’’;

the bill H.R. 4399, to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 440 South Orange Blos-
som Trail in Orlando, Florida, as the
‘‘Arthur ‘Pappy’ Kennedy Post Office
Building’’;

the bill H.R. 4400, to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 1601–1 Main Street in
Jacksonville, Florida, as the ‘‘Eddie
Mae Steward Post Office Building’’;

the bill H.R. 5528, to authorize con-
struction of the Wakpa Sica Reconcili-
ation Place in Fort Pierre, South Da-
kota, and for other purposes;

and finally, the bill H.R. 5314, to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
facilitate the adoption of retired mili-
tary working dogs by law enforcement
agencies, former handlers of these
dogs, and other persons capable for car-
ing for these dogs.

Mr. Speaker, as we are all aware, we
are nearing the end of the congres-
sional session and floor time is at a
premium. This resolution allows us to
consider several bills today under the
expedited suspension procedure. Addi-
tionally, the majority of these bills are
completely noncontroversial and none
come as a surprise.

In addition, this resolution is within
the spirit of House rules. Under clause
1 of rule XV of the rules of the House,
the Speaker may only entertain mo-
tions to suspend the rules on Monday
and Tuesdays and during the last 6
days of session.
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The House has not yet passed an ad-
journment resolution, but I think all of
us hope and expect that we are in the
last 6 days of this session. This resolu-
tion simply abides by the spirit of the
standing Rules of the House. I strongly
support this rule, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same. With this reso-
lution, we will consider the underlying
11 bills before we adjourn for the year.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. REYNOLDS) for yielding
me this time. As the gentleman has ex-
plained, this rule will permit the sus-
pension of the rules for the consider-
ation of 11 bills during today’s session.

Mr. Speaker, this rule really should
not be necessary. Under rule XV of the
House Rules, suspensions may be
brought up during the last 6 days of a
congressional session. The problem is,
we do not know if we are in the last 6
days of the session. If Congress were to
adjourn at the end of the week, we
could consider these and any other sus-
pensions today. Since we have no idea
when Congress will finally conclude its
business and adjourn, the only way to
take up the suspension bills today is to
pass this rule.

What is particularly troubling about
the rule is that this work should have
been done weeks ago. There is no good
reason why these bills could not have
been handled already, especially when
the House has had so little floor busi-
ness in the last month. I cannot sup-
port the rule, and I will ask for a ‘‘no’’
vote.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HANSEN). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 221, nays
190, not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 559]

YEAS—221

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
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Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich

Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—190

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford

Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald

Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo

Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—22

Blagojevich
Bliley
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner
Franks (NJ)

Klink
Lazio
McCollum
McIntosh
Metcalf
Owens
Packard
Peterson (PA)

Spratt
Stabenow
Stupak
Thompson (MS)
Waters
Waxman
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Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. HALL of
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2615,
CERTIFIED DEVELOPMENT COM-
PANY PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS
ACT OF 2000

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 652, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2614)
to amend the Small Business Invest-
ment Act to make improvements to
the certified development company
program, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HANSEN). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 652, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
legislatiave day of October 25, 2000,
Part 2.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. TALENT).

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago I had a
call from the leadership staff asking if
I had a problem with using this legisla-
tion as a vehicle for passing a number

of things that I understood we had sub-
stantial bipartisan support for in the
House.

I said no. I thought if it would facili-
tate the passage of legislation that
meant really good things for a whole
lot of American people that we ought
to try to do it. And we have a con-
ference report and on the surface of it
it has a lot of things that I think a lot
of people in this House like.

It has a minimum wage increase. It
has small business tax relief, which I
can testify has very strong support in
the House and is very necessary in the
small business community. It has the
repeal of provisions which have pre-
vented installment sales of businesses.
It has an increase in the meals deduc-
tion, an increase in the deductibility of
health insurance premiums for the self-
employed. It has the Portman-Cardin
pension reforms. It has Medicare give-
backs. And most important for my per-
spective, Mr. Speaker, it has the com-
munity renewal new markets bill,
which we had a press conference with
the White House several months ago
and all of us agreed, Republicans,
Democrats, the President, the leader-
ship of the House said it was the most
significant anti-poverty legislation to
pass this body in a generation.

I thought when I had a chance to
handle this bill, and I flew back today
to do it, that it would be a time of joy
and a time of shared celebration.

I understand that the President has
serious objections and may well veto
this bill, and my heart is sad at that
because it just seems to me there is so
much good in here for the American
people that we all ought to support it.
I would hope he would find a way to
sign it; and if we have some problems,
work that out in some other format or
some other way because I am just con-
cerned if we do not do it now, we will
not have a chance to do these things
for the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman says
that if there are differences in the bill
that he seriously hopes that we could
work it out. That makes a lot of sense,
and that is why probably he is not a
part of the Republican leadership.

The reason we have a veto here is be-
cause somebody on the other side of
this aisle decided that they did not
want to work out anything.

How do they think we are going to
get out of here unless they talk to
somebody? They do not have to talk to
me, but they can talk to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT). They
can talk to someone in the White
House. They do not even talk to them-
selves. And now they come here and
force the President to say that he is
going to veto it merely because they
have not discussed anything.

There are some good things in this
bill. There are things that can be
worked out in this bill. I have worked
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with the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON) on the school
construction thing. We did not always
agree on everything, but we sat and we
worked until we made certain that we
got it out.

Now what is happening? With all due
respect to the Committee on Small
Business, we have a major tax initia-
tive coming to the floor on a vehicle.

Well, I respect the integrity and the
reputation of the Committee on Ways
and Means. And whether we are Repub-
lican or Democrat, liberal or conserv-
ative, this is not the way to run a rail-
road.

It is wrong to bring out a tax bill in
the middle of the night. It is wrong not
to consult with the President. And it is
wrong not to consult with our col-
leagues who are trying to work this
out.

So if they need a veto to get their at-
tention, if they need a veto in order to
come and sit down and do this thing
right, if they need a veto so we can
wrap up our business and get home,
well, my brothers and sisters have got
it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to say to the gen-
tleman, and he knows how much I re-
spect him and how I have worked with
him on these anti-poverty provisions,
and I am certain that there are hurt
feelings on both sides. I just would
hope that we could somehow overcome
this and get these important things
done that real people and, in par-
ticular, vulnerable people depend on.

I am just convinced that, if a veto
comes down, we are not going to have
another chance; and we will have blown
this up on what the people will see as
an inside internecine kind of squabble.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the more
difficult moments that I have faced in
my tenure over 30 years in the House of
Representatives. As chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, I be-
lieve I have a very special role; and
that is to be steward of a tax code, to
try to keep it as equitable as possible,
to try to see that in spite of the dif-
ficulties of earning income tax that it
is as simple as possible, and to attempt
to see that it has not become a vehicle
for spending.

There is much good in this bill. I
know because I helped to write it. I do
not need to repeat all of it to Members
because they have examined all of the
good that is in this bill.

Unfortunately, it is included with an
increase in the minimum wage, which I
have never voted for and which I be-
lieve is counterproductive to the very
people that it seeks to help. I cannot

break with my principles on that, and
on that alone I would vote against this
bill.

Now, in spite of all the very good pro-
visions that are in this bill, bipartisan,
voted overwhelmingly on the floor of
the House, I am severely troubled by
items that were added at the last
minute under pressure from the White
House and pressure from the Senate.
They will be a springboard to turn fu-
ture tax bills into spending vehicles
uncontrolled by the budget; uncon-
trolled by the limitation that would be
on appropriations bills; and, in all like-
lihood, not adequately debated for
what they are.

One of those is the provision that
would subsidize Amtrak by tax credits
with the authorization of $10 billion in
bonds and the interest being offset by a
dollar-for-dollar tax credit, which
would also permit the interest to be
separated from the principal, coupled
with the tax credit and traded on the
stock market.
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That is deja vu of what we went
through in the 1980s which grew so per-
nicious that it brought on the 1986 tax
reform bill to remove it from the code.
But what we seem to learn from his-
tory is we never seem to learn from
history, so here we go again.

Is it big relatively, this bill? No, it is
relatively small. But it creates a prece-
dent for the future that Congress needs
to know about. I have fought tax cred-
its. I have kept six or eight of them
from going into this bill, because I do
not want the tax code to be turned into
a spending vehicle administered by the
IRS. That is a great danger ultimately
to the future of our tax code, and then
in addition a similar provision to have
the Federal Government subsidize the
construction of local schools through
once again having interest offset by
tax credits. I believe that we must stop
this. We must prevent it from occur-
ring.

But the minimum wage clearly shuts
out my capability to vote for what for
the most part is superb tax policy, to
help people get more health care, to
help small businesses, to help pension,
to help retirement security, all things
that this Nation should try to get. And
also I have worked so hard on a bipar-
tisan basis with my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
and with the Treasury to find an an-
swer to the FSC problem which if we do
not solve it could unleash an unholy
trade war where everyone would suffer.
I do not know what will happen to this
bill. But if we do not do but one thing,
we must come back and pass the FSC
provisions. The danger in failing to do
so is too great.

I wish I could vote for this bill. If the
tax provisions that we crafted and put
together as the basis of this bill were
submitted by themselves to this House,
I would enthusiastically support them.
Each Member must make his own deci-
sion. My special position as chairman

of the Committee on Ways and Means
does not permit me to vote for this bill
in its current form.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELA

´
ZQUEZ), the ranking member of

the Committee on Small Business.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HANSEN). Without objection, the gen-
tlewoman from New York will control
the time on her side of the aisle.

There was no objection.
Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself 21⁄2 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-

tion to the conference agreement for
H.R. 2614. Last August when the House
passed H.R. 2614, we took the first step
in strengthening a program that would
provide countless businesses across
this country the access to the capital
they so desperately need to succeed.

Fourteen months later, instead of a
bill that offers opportunity, we now
have a bill full of misguided priorities.
At a time when this Nation is experi-
encing an affordable health care crisis,
this conference report meets this grow-
ing deficiency by increasing payments
to already wealthy HMOs at the ex-
pense of our hospitals and rural com-
munities.

This legislation will also shortchange
our children by once again failing to
address the need for school construc-
tion. In every community across this
country, there are kids who are being
taught reading, writing, science and
math in trailers, makeshift classrooms,
and in hallways within neglected
school buildings. I am astounded that
in today’s world when it is hard enough
to help our at-risk kids to keep pace,
forcing them to learn in Third World
conditions is simply disgraceful.

What distresses me the most, this
Congress has passed despite, all their
lofty promises, only half of what the
President asked for in his budget re-
quest. It is unfortunate that this bill
faces a veto from the President be-
cause, to be perfectly frank, there is
much in here that will help our com-
munities by funding valuable small
business programs, including enacting
the new markets community renewal
programs.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. TALENT) for all he
has done to bring valuable investment
into our Nation’s low-income commu-
nities. His leadership has helped pro-
vide small businesses and entre-
preneurs a stronger foundation which
will help them grow and prosper. But
one issue is clear. The sum of legisla-
tion outweighs the good this bill could
do for so many in this country.

This is not how we should be ending
this Congress. We are leaving at a time
when there is so much more that can
and should be done. Unfortunately, the
106th Congress is ending with far too
many promises made and far too few
promises kept.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I am

happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT),
the Speaker of the House.

Mr. HASTERT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, in this body from time
to time there comes a time when we
bring ideas together and people to-
gether to get good things done. We
have to work in the House, and they
have to work in the Senate and you
have got a White House on the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue that all
have input. This piece of legislation is
a piece of legislation that both bodies,
and the White House, had some input
in putting together.

We have talked about the minimum
wage, and we have talked about it far
too long; and we have not done any-
thing about it. This is a minimum
wage for American working people. It
is over 2 years. It is something that I
have heard required and requested on
this side of the aisle for a long, long
time. It is reality in this legislation. It
is also reality in this legislation that
small businesses, and in my district 75
percent of the jobs are provided by
small businesses, we give them the
ability to stay in business and provide
those jobs in this legislation.

We talk about the waitress at the
coffee shop who works maybe a job or
a job and a half and tries to keep her
kids in school and shoes on their feet
and tries to keep a good life. She can-
not afford and her job does not provide
health care. But when she goes to buy
that health care, she does not get the
same tax deduction that an executive
or somebody working in a big plant
would get that benefit.

This bill gives American working
people who have to go out and buy
their health care week in and week
out, year in and year out that same tax
benefit that anybody else that gets it
through a corporate entity would get.

My father died 2 years ago. We kept
him in our home because he did not
want to live in a nursing home. We
gave him health care and took care of
him. It did not make any difference to
me whether it was a tax credit or not,
but there are a lot of people that can-
not afford to do that. But if you can
keep a parent in your home because
that is where they want to live, among
their family, that families can get a
tax deduction of $10,000, if you want to
take care of your folks. And it is in
this bill. It is good for all families in
this country, whether you are middle
class, whether you are at great risk or
if you are upper class. That is what, if
you choose to do it, you ought to have
the ability to do it and you ought to
have that tax deductibility for it.

This bill also has something that the
President wanted, and the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS) and the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT)
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS) over on this side of the aisle
worked on, was the community re-

newal, new markets, so it would invest
in people’s homes, invest in commu-
nities, in inner cities and rural areas so
that those people could have a better
life, that they could have shopping
where they live, they could have jobs
where they live, that they could fix
their homes up, that they can pull
themselves up by their own bootstraps
and there is help to do it. This bill has
that in it.

I guess I could go on and on. This bill
certainly is not perfect. We do not
think some of the things that they do
on the other side of the Rotunda is al-
ways perfect and I guess they may have
the same attitude about us. But we
have to work on a bicameral basis, and
we have to accept what bodies put in
this.

I am telling you, this is the right bill
for this time. We need to move forward.
We need to take care of families. We
need to take care of senior citizens. We
need to take care of people that want
to buy their own health care, and we
need to take care of our communities
that are in the greatest need. Even
though this is a great political time,
and the politics are at crescendo levels,
it is time for this body to quit the
quibbling, to come together, and pass
good legislation. I would ask Members
to join us on both sides of the aisle to
do it. Please support this bill.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the power that the managed care in-
dustry wields over the leadership of
this Congress is absolutely astounding.
How else do you explain our inability,
4 years after legislation first took
shape, to pass a Patients’ Bill of
Rights? How else do you explain this
$30 billion Republican gift to the man-
aged care industry as we short shrift
hospitals and home health agencies and
every other Medicare provider? How
else do you explain Republicans giving
almost half, 47 percent, of new Medi-
care money to an industry which has
shortchanged millions of senior citi-
zens?

If this Republican Congress is not
selling out to the insurance industry,
how do you explain this remarkably
skewed Medicare funding bill? The Re-
publican majority took bipartisan leg-
islation and proceeded to strip out ad-
ditional funding for public hospitals, to
strip out funding for low-income sen-
iors, to strip out provisions for rural
health facilities. But they left in plen-
ty of money for HMOs.

Mr. Speaker, HMOs serve between 15
and 16 percent of the Medicare popu-
lation, but under this bill they will get
close to 50 percent of available funding.
Let me repeat that. HMOs serve one-
sixth of Medicare beneficiaries. The
Republican bill will give them 50 per-
cent of the funding. To strike this re-
markable imbalance, the Republican
majority eliminated funding measures
that would help public hospitals, that
would help home health agencies, that

would help other providers so they re-
main available to Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

Where does the welfare of Medicare
beneficiaries fit into this equation?
The answer is it simply does not. Sen-
iors in Lorain County, Ohio, where I
live, were dropped unceremoniously
from United Health’s plan on December
31, 1998. Some of them joined
QualChoice. They were then dropped
unceremoniously December 31, 1999.

Mr. Speaker, I urge every Member of
Congress to oppose this fatally flawed
bill. It is unfair to Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN).

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report underscores the impor-
tance of working together, Democrats
and Republicans, to get things done. I
listened to the distinguished Speaker.
There are some good things in this bill
where we worked together. The prob-
lem is that the Republican leadership
has used the fatally flawed partisan
process in order to bring this bill to the
floor. When you only work with half
the Members, half the Nation is left
out on the bill that is before us.

The problem is, there is too much
that is not in this bill or is wrong in
this bill. It is inadequate on school
construction. We could do a lot better
on that. You spend too much money on
health insurance breaks for those who
already have health insurance and not
enough on those who do not have
health insurance. We can do better
than that. You have left out the vac-
cine research credit which is so impor-
tant to the health of our Nation. And
you have left out the Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, modernizing it so people who suf-
fer from that disease can qualify for
Medicare benefits.

b 1600
We go on and on and on. If you would

have brought the Democrats into the
process, we could have a bill we all
could be proud of and support. Unfortu-
nately, we should follow the Presi-
dent’s advice. He is going to veto it.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the conference report.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 seconds to say that my un-
derstanding is that major provider as-
sociations, including the hospitals and
the home health agencies, support this
bill. It is not surprising, considering it
adds $28 billion back into Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
MCCRERY).

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of good
things in this package, many of which
were, in fact, put together with bipar-
tisan work and support. I was in on a
lot of the meetings on the Medicare
provisions with Democrats talking
about how to best put this together. I
was in on some meetings with some
Democrats on some tax provisions.
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One of the largest sections of the tax

bill that is included in this bill was put
together by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), the last speak-
er, working together, bipartisan. So,
please, do not try to make it look like
this is something that is one-sided, put
together only by Republicans. It is not.

Let me just say something about the
Medicare+Choice. First of all, it is not
half of the spending in this bill, it is
about 25 percent of the spending in this
bill. With the interactions it gets up
close to one-third. But if you go back,
Republican or Democrat, look at your
mail, what do your seniors want? They
want the Medicare HMOs to give them
prescription drugs, to give them
choices. It is no surprise we put money
into that program to help them out.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as
we consider the Lott-Hastert grab bag
bill today, I appreciated the fact that
the Speaker came on to the floor, be-
cause he is the only person who could
possibly have any idea what is in this.

Now, what we hear is people saying,
well, there is this thing that one com-
mittee did, and there is that thing that
one committee did, and there is this
thing that another did, and everybody
should vote for it, because one of those
things might be in here. But there is
nobody here who has the least idea
what is in this.

They put five bills in yesterday, the
conference report says the minimum
wage bill, taxpayer relief bill, the Med-
icaid-Medicare and ship benefit im-
provement bill, the pain relief bill and
the small business bill. They dropped
them in yesterday, rolled them to-
gether, tied them with a knot and
brought them out here and said, vote
for them; we have got to go home.

Now, the public policy that is pro-
duced by this stuff is what happened in
the BBA bill in 1997. The reason we are
out here fixing the program of Medi-
care again is because you did that bill
the same way.

This bill has the bill that is going to
destroy our overseas trade if we do not
get it right. But the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER), who I do not always
agree with, but I agree with him on the
process, there should have been Com-
mittee on Ways and Means people in
that conference committee looking at
what got rolled into this 960 page pile
of legislation.

Now, if you take any one of these
issues, the fact you cannot find any-
thing in all this money to do anything
about prescription medications, but
you can find some money to help the
drug companies push the Justice De-
partment away from fixing price prob-
lems that they have got and discovered
in the law, is, in my view, silly and un-
fair to the American people.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
it. The President will veto it. We will
have a bill.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Washington (Ms. DUNN).

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, the average
woman spends 11 years out of the work-
force to raise children, and it is often
very tough for her to accumulate
enough retirement savings to make a
difference. We believe this is unfair.

I will tell you what is in this bill.
This bill allows women over the age of
50 to contribute up to 50 percent more
to their retirement plan in order to
make up for those years out of the
workforce. This will make it possible
for a working mother to build a nur-
turing relationship with her child and
achieve financial independence in re-
tirement.

Part of financial security in retire-
ment means having health care that is
affordable and dependable. Unfortu-
nately, the funding for
Medicare+Choice has made it tough to
offer coverage in certain regions of the
country.

In my State, nearly 30,000 seniors
were sent letters by their health plans
alerting them to the fact that insuffi-
cient reimbursements for
Medicare+Choice is forcing them out of
the State. The President is not helping
our seniors by attacking managed care
plans. In Washington State, tens of
thousands of seniors enjoy the benefits
of their health care plans and are wor-
ried about losing this option. We help
in this bill.

I urge my colleagues to boost retire-
ment savings for women and protect
health care choices for seniors.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA).

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to H.R. 2614. This
legislation is a wolf in sheep’s clothing.

For example, by not including the
Rangel-Johnson school construction
tax credit provisions, this bill fails to
leverage $24.8 billion in financing for
school construction and renovation.
Studies have shown that school con-
struction costs over the next 10 years
will total upwards of $125 billion. The
Federal Government currently funds
local transportation projects, local air-
port projects, as well as prisons and
local economic development projects.
Why, why is it suddenly unreasonable
to assist our schools with this most im-
portant project, ensuring a safe learn-
ing environment for our children?

We can do better than this. I urge my
colleagues to vote no on H.R. 2614.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
had hoped that I would have been able
to vote on a number of the provisions
in this bill in a clean way: Minimum
wage, obviously needed; new market
initiatives, obviously needed. As a mat-
ter of fact, there are many good fea-
tures to this bill.

But, unfortunately, it is like a wagon
that has been overloaded. When you

try and put too much on it at one time,
it gets stuck in the mud. I am afraid
that this bill, unfortunately, is stuck
in the mud. It has got a lot of good
things in it, and, as we approach Hal-
loween, it seems to me that we have
got a lot of good items, but we have got
too many tricks and not enough treats.

I hope we can come back with some
clean bills that we could vote on that
would be in the best interests of the
American people, and I would urge my
colleagues to vote no on this bill.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW).

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I am particularly proud
of and want to talk about several pro-
visions that are in this bill. One would
improve Medicare benefits to fight
breast cancer and cervical cancer. My
digital mammography provision gives
women access to brand new breast can-
cer screening technology. The pap test
provision makes tests more frequent so
that cervical cancer can be found early
and treated successfully.

Mr. Speaker, it is extremely impor-
tant to focus on the education provi-
sions of this bill. I know firsthand that
we face a public school construction
crisis. My congressional district runs
through three of the fastest growing
school districts in the country. In
Palm Beach County, the student popu-
lation has more than doubled just since
1985. Broward County, the fifth largest
school district in the country, has
240,000 students and 210 schools. Miami-
Dade County is the fourth largest
school district, with over 350,000 stu-
dents. It averages an increase of 10,000
new students each and every year.

I am particularly excited about the
portion of this legislation that incor-
porates my legislation which I have
sponsored, along with Florida Senator
BOB GRAHAM, the Public School Con-
struction Partnership. These provi-
sions empower local districts to use in-
novative, cost-effective ways to finance
new schools and repair aging ones.

Miami Beach Senior High is a prime
example of a public school that should
benefit from this legislation. Its aging
facilities diminish the education oppor-
tunities for the 3,000 students and
teachers who occupy the premises.
Many of these are the same buildings
that were there when I was in high
school.

In order to encourage private sector
participation and avoid debt capacity
problems for localities, this legislation
would permit tax exempt private activ-
ity bonds for investors willing to join
public-private partnerships to con-
struct new public schools or renovate
existing ones. The partnerships would
use the bonds to borrow funds for con-
struction and ownership of the school
facilities. The facilities would then be
leased to the public school systems,
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who would operate the facilities with
their own teachers and principals. At
the end of the lease term, the facilities
would be transferred back to the school
system without additional cost.

A greater use of public-private partnerships
would allow states and local communities to
accelerate school construction projects at sig-
nificant savings by giving private sector incen-
tives to help meet new construction and ren-
ovation needs.

Rather federalizing public school construc-
tion, these less costly provisions will allow
local school districts to decide what is best for
their students.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, this tax
bill is a true Halloween witch’s brew; a
heavy dose of money for big, unac-
countable HMOs that rely on the bean
counters to interfere in the doctor-pa-
tient relationship, a tiny little pinch of
relief for taxpayers, together with the
flavoring of a little eye of old Newt’s
threatening government shutdown for
good measure.

You can comb through all the pages
of this bill, and one thing you will not
find is one cent of marriage penalty tax
relief. You can comb through these
pages and you will not find one cent of
estate tax relief for small family busi-
nesses and farms.

This last minute conglomeration is
devoid of meaningful relief for ordinary
American families. But this partisan
measure showers benefits on the
healthy and the wealthy. It gives bil-
lions to the same HMOs that have a
stranglehold on this Congress and are
blocking a patients’ bill of rights. They
throw in $100 million every year to ben-
efit the tobacco industry in its export
of death and disease.

Mr. Speaker, no marriage penalty re-
lief; not a cent for marriage penalty,
but $24 billion in tax benefits are in-
cluded to fund the two-martini lunch.

Mr. Speaker, here is a bill that even
the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, the Republican chair,
is going to vote against. What better
symbol of a Republican Congress that
can best be called failure, flop, and fi-
asco.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I find it unfortunate
that we are having the type of debate
here on the floor today that we are, be-
cause the fact is that 96 percent of the
words in the bill that we are consid-
ering have already been voted on in the
House and been passed overwhelmingly
in a bipartisan way, and for the gen-
tleman from Texas to refer to the fact
that there is no marriage penalty relief
in here, nor any estate tax relief in
here, is the height of hypocrisy, given
the fact that the President of the
United States decided to veto both of
those bills.

But, Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of this conference report, and es-

pecially the inclusion of the Retire-
ment Savings and Pension Coverage
Act, based extensively on a bipartisan
package of reforms developed by my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN), and my colleague from the
other side of the aisle, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN).

I think this is practical common
sense legislation that will lead to a
safer, more secure and more prosperous
retirement for millions of American
working men and women.

ERISA is the source of our Nation’s
pension laws, and it was passed 25 years
ago when the American economy was
dominated by large corporations and
most Americans relied on pensions
from those corporations for their re-
tirement. Well, today we are a Nation
of small employers and individual in-
vestors. Nearly one out of every two
American families has invested in the
stock market, more than three times
the percentage 25 years ago.

b 1615
This bill today helps workers maxi-

mize their retirement opportunities by
expanding small business retirement
plans, allowing workers to save and in-
vest more, and cutting the red tape
that has hamstrung employers who
want to establish pension plans for
their employees.

The basis for these pension reforms
in this conference report is H.R. 1102. It
was reported out of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce on July
14, 1999, on a bipartisan voice vote; and
we believe on a bipartisan basis this is
a very good bill. I urge my colleagues
to support it.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, this debate
is baffling. The Speaker has come here
and said we need to be brought to-
gether, but he chooses a course that di-
vides us. There is a lot of talk by Re-
publicans, including Mr. Bush, about
bipartisan, but this action is strictly
partisan.

What went into this bill and what
was left out was decided completely
within Republican ranks and its inner
sanctum. Tell me of your meetings
with the President to decide on this
package. Tell me of your meetings with
the minority leadership in the House or
the Senate. There were not any. In-
stead, we have decisions made inner
sanctum and very much with special
interests in mind.

Mr. Speaker, 187 pages of this Medi-
care and Medicaid bill never went
through committee, was never voted on
the House floor. So here we go again,
forcing a presidential veto. There will
be another chance to act on the BBA
after the President forces us into the
right course.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 11⁄4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the bill
and the way it has been brought to this
floor. I want specifically to talk about
protecting the privacy of American
people.

Last night, under the cloak of dark-
ness, the Republican leadership added
to this bill an amendment that would
have allowed confidential Census infor-
mation to go to the CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office.

Let me tell my colleagues that this
past year in every State and commu-
nity, this poster was up, assuring the
American people of their privacy: No
INS. No FBI. No CIA. No IRS. We
should add no Republican majority.

The Secretary of Commerce, Sec-
retary Mineta, has a very strong objec-
tion. Mr. Speaker, I will place his ob-
jection and veto threat in the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I recently just spoke to
Mr. Crippen, the head of CBO, who tells
me that after seeing the Secretary’s
objection, he has decided to proceed
with attempting to get the provision
he wants out. He says he will remove
it.

Since Mr. Crippen is not a Member of
Congress, I would hope that someone in
the Republican leadership could assure
me that what he is saying is correct
and that my colleagues will not add
this provision to any other vehicle
going through Congress that is a viola-
tion of the privacy rights of the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. Speaker, I ask if there is any as-
surance from anyone in the Republican
leadership.

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, October 25, 2000.

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: As you may
know, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
is currently seeking legislative language
which would amend Title 13, the Census Act,
to allow CBO to acquire confidential infor-
mation collected from the American people
in several census surveys.

I am writing to express my strong opposi-
tion to any attempt to force the disclosure of
personal census information currently pro-
tected by the confidentiality provisions of
Title 13. If this proposal is adopted by the
Congress, I will recommend a Presidential
veto of the legislation.

The American people place a tremendous
trust in the Census Bureau and the Depart-
ment of Commerce when they provide us
with the personal information collected by
these surveys. They do so, in overwhelming
numbers, because the Census Bureau and the
Commerce Department have assured them
that their privacy will be protected by the
provisions of Title 13. The critical work of
dozens of government agencies could not be
accomplished without the public’s voluntary
cooperation with these surveys.

The change to census confidentiality con-
templated by CBO has been developed behind
closed doors, at the 11th hour of a legislative
session, with no public hearings and no op-
portunity for public comment or congres-
sional review.

The American people are already gravely
concerned about the privacy of their per-
sonal information. The adoption of these
changes with no public debate runs the very
serious risk of undermining the public’s con-
fidence in the privacy act of census informa-
tion. Should that happen, it should surprise
none of us that the public’s willingness to
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cooperate with census surveys will rapidly
decline.

As the CBO Director obliquely points out
in his October 24, 2000 letter to Congress on
this issue, there have been times in our his-
tory when census information has not been
protected as it should have been. My per-
sonal knowledge of this incident is somewhat
less than oblique. Director Crippen’s ref-
erence is to the Census Bureau’s assistance,
at the beginning of World War II, for the War
Department’s efforts to locate Japanese
Americans in the western United States and
confine us to internment camps. My family
and I were among the 120,000 Japanese Amer-
icans forced from our homes and interned.

I fail to see why this history should make
the Commerce Department, or the Congress,
less concerned about the confidentiality of
census information.

Over the course of the 58 years since that
incident, the Census Bureau and the Depart-
ment of Commerce have built a relationship
of trust with the American people, many of
whom are profoundly distrustful of govern-
ment. We have promised them that their pri-
vacy would be protected, and that personal
information about them would be subjected
to the most stringent controls. I do not be-
lieve we should alter that commitment, in
law or in practice, without a full and open
discussion.

As a former Member of Congress, and a
former Member of the House Budget Com-
mittee, I take CBO’s work very seriously. I
have the highest respect for the profes-
sionalism and integrity of the men and
women who make up that agency.

However, I must restate the strongest op-
position of the Department of Commerce to
any effort to alter the privacy protections
currently provided by statute for personal
census information without a full oppor-
tunity for careful congressional review and
public comment.

Sincerely yours,
NORMAN Y. MINETA.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. WATTS).

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. TALENT) for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I heard just a couple of
minutes ago that the marriage tax re-
lief and death tax relief was not in this
bill, and I would say to that give me a
physical break.

The President of the United States
vetoed both of those pieces of legisla-
tion that would bring about fairness
for small business owners and allowed
them to keep their business and not
give it to the government and also
allow married couples to get some re-
lief and not penalize them for being
married.

But be that it as it may, H.R. 2614,
Mr. Speaker, is a good piece of legisla-
tion. It has Medicare adjustments for
rural hospitals, for home health agen-
cies. There is the pension reform that
allows people to save more money for
themselves for retirement; that is good
for working people, for housewives.

My wife stays at home. She is a
housewife. She can save more money.
Brownfields relief, the American Com-
munity Renewal Act, in which the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT),
myself, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS) have worked very hard on

to target underserved communities,
poor communities, rural communities
for economic development, for home-
ownership, for opportunity in these un-
derserved communities.

This has the black farmers piece of
legislation. The USDA discriminated
against black farmers, and these farm-
ers got a settlement. There is an ele-
ment of this legislation that says these
farmers should not have to pay taxes
on that settlement, because the USDA
then would be benefiting from their in-
justice. I mean we can go on and on.

This is a good piece of legislation. I
would encourage my colleagues not to
turn our backs on the black farmers.
Do not turn our back on these under-
served communities. Do not turn our
back on people that would love to save
more money for themselves. Do not
turn our back on these people.

Let us pass this legislation. I urge a
strong yes vote for H.R. 2614.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this is a
bad bill. It is going to be vetoed. It
ought to be defeated. Today, we are
voting on a conference report which
provides significant relief only to a fa-
vored few health care providers from
cuts enacted in the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997.

The majority has turned its back on
the bipartisan Committee on Com-
merce bill, choosing to strip out Demo-
cratic priorities and is rewarding its
fat-cat industry friends instead.

This should come as no surprise,
though, that the Republicans would
choose to devote billions to the insur-
ance companies and to the wealthy,
leaving working Americans, disabled
children, seniors and immigrants with
little, if anything, at all.

The Republican leadership has spent
all year fighting its Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefits, against the strong
enforceable Patients’ Bill of Rights,
and against meaningful expansions of
health care for working families.

Why should we expect any less at
this hour? At every turn, the Repub-
lican leadership has blocked meaning-
ful health care legislation; yet, now
they are passing a bill that gives only
massive tax cuts for the rich, without
any financing for Medicare prescrip-
tion drug coverage that seniors des-
perately need.

It gives billions of dollars for HMOs,
more than one-third of the money, $30
billion over 10 years going to HMOs,
with no guarantees that seniors will
see increased access to plans or in-
creased benefits.

It gives billions of dollars for tax de-
ductions for health insurance that will
erode existing employer coverage and
will not reduce the number of unin-
sured.

The facts are clear. This is Repub-
lican pork, a rich reward to

undeserving fat-cat friends at the ex-
pense of beneficiaries and vulnerable
providers. No wonder this was done in
the dead of night.

Democrats have fought, will continue
to fight, for a balanced bill that fairly
allocates money for beneficiaries, pro-
viders, and HMOs.

We believe in making sure that Medi-
care is always there for seniors and
that in the absence of universal cov-
erage, there is always a strong safety
net that will provide high-quality
health care to the uninsured and those
of low income.

If this is not bad enough, not only
has the Republican Congress failed to
pass a real Patients’ Bill of Rights, but
they have also passed something else,
what they are calling a Medicare Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. It is as phony as
a $3 bill and does not have any real pro-
tections that are needed.

I know the real Patients’ Bill of
Rights. I wrote it, along with my Re-
publican colleagues, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) and the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and
others. It passed this House by an over-
whelming bipartisan majority.

This is no Patients’ Bill of Rights nor
Medicare. In fact, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) and I wrote a
letter to the Speaker urging him to de-
lete it. This is a Republican provision
which puts our seniors at risk and at
the mercy of health plans.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote no on this shameful piece of legis-
lation, so that we can have either an
opportunity to sit down in a bipartisan
basis and craft a balanced bill before or
after the veto that the President is as-
suredly going to give and that will re-
flect the important bipartisan prior-
ities for seniors, low-income families
and children and will serve the inter-
ests of this country.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute for three points.

Number one, there is no Census lan-
guage in the bill, so Members should
know the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MALONEY) was incorrect in her
statement.

Second, as much as I respect the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), I
am not going to allow the bill to be
slandered in that way. This bill con-
tains provisions which will ensure
health care for small business people
that we have been fighting for on a bi-
partisan basis for years. It contains
provisions which will ensure pensions
for small business people and their em-
ployers that we have been fighting for.
It includes the best piece of anti-
poverty legislation this Congress has
passed in a generation.

Mr. Speaker, I stood next to the
President of the United States at the
White House and we talked about the
importance of this. It means jobs and
homeownership and community polic-
ing for poor people.

I will tell my colleagues, I am leav-
ing here, Mr. Speaker, so maybe it does
not matter to me and it does not mat-
ter to other people. I do not care who is
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consulted. I do not care whether the
protocols of the Committee on Ways
and Means were respected.

This bill means real things to real
vulnerable people, and we ought to pass
it and the President ought to sign it.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this bill
and to the reckless way the House is
proceeding.

Mr. Speaker, this bill fails to give ei-
ther high-growth or economically dis-
advantaged areas the help they need to
stretch their school bond dollars and to
undertake desperately needed school
construction.

This bill provides needed increases in
Medicare reimbursement, but it directs
those reimbursements disproportion-
ately to HMOs with no guarantees that
they will pass along the savings or that
they will stay in our communities. In
the meantime, our hospitals are short-
changed, particularly teaching hos-
pitals and hospitals serving large num-
bers of indigent patients. Funding for
rural health care, home health care
and hospice care also falls short.

The Republican leadership could not
even find a way to shorten or eliminate
the waiting period for Medicare eligi-
bility for victims of Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, despite the fact that 282 Members
of this House have cosponsored a bill to
do so.

Mr. Speaker, there are good things in
this bill: a tax credit for adoptive par-
ents, a minimum wage increase, an in-
crease in IRA contribution limits, an
accelerated deduction for small busi-
ness health insuance costs. But to bury
these beneficial initiatives in a meas-
ure that in so many respects falls short
is reckless and irresponsible.

Mr. Speaker, with a week-and-a-half be-
tween today and the election, we have no time
for reckless games. The responsible way to
proceed on issues of this gravity—taxes,
health care, school construction, small busi-
ness—is for the Republican leaders of this
Congress to negotiate in good faith with the
minority and the president to reach a com-
promise that meets our country’s needs. This
should have been done weeks ago. Our best
course now is to defeat this bill and to bring
a new bill, adequate to the challenges before
us, to the floor promptly.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BILIRAKIS).

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, in 1997,
Congress courageously acted to save
Medicare from bankruptcy as a part of
the Balanced Budget Act. However, the
real-life effects of that law were far
greater than expected or intended. The
legislation before us today will restore
$28 billion in essential health care
funding for providers and the patients
they serve.

It will also increase preventive
health benefits for seniors, including
screenings for glaucoma and colon can-
cer, medical nutrition therapy, and
Pap smear screenings and pelvic
exams. I was pleased to coauthor provi-
sions of the original 1997 balanced
budget law, which expanded Medicare
coverage or preventive health services.
By diagnosing conditions in a timely
manner, we can improve the quality of
life for beneficiaries and ultimately re-
duce the costs of treatment for many
patients.

The President has threatened to veto
this critical measure that does so much
to help America’s seniors. He has ex-
pressed concern regarding the amount
of funding provided for
Medicare+Choice plans. But most of us
have heard from an overwhelming
number of seniors in our districts who
support the Medicare+Choice plans,
and who want Congress to make sure
that they are adequately funded.

This legislation does just that, and it
spends approximately $6 billion for it,
not $30 billion, not one-half of that, but
22 percent of the total of $28 billion.

Last month, Members of my Com-
mittee on Commerce worked on a bi-
partisan basis, passed unanimously, I
would remind everyone, to assemble a
package of relief for both providers and
Medicare beneficiaries.

The measure before us incorporates
many of those provisions to help bene-
ficiaries, as well as hospitals, commu-
nity health centers, skilled nursing fa-
cilities, academic health centers, home
health providers, hospice providers,
and Medicare+Choice plans to be sure
to help save for seniors their option for
a Medicare managed care plan.

I look forward, Mr. Speaker, to pass-
ing this important legislation today,
and I urge the President to sign it into
law.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, from a transportation
perspective, there are good reasons to
oppose this bill, but the most signifi-
cant is repeal of the 4.3 cent fuel tax
for the railroads. That action goes
against the spirit of the agreement
worked out between rail labor and rail
management on a railroad retirement
benefit.

The parties agreed to divide up equal-
ly between management and labor the
benefits of a payroll tax reduction.

b 1630
Our committee, the Committee on

Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Committee on Ways and Means
crafted a bill, H.R. 4844, that reflected
this agreement. Under the bill, the
payroll taxes paid by railroads would
be reduced $4 billion over 10 years.
Railroad retirees and survivors would
get roughly the same amount in im-
proved benefits. It was a win for all
parties.

During Committee on Ways and
Means consideration of the bill, there
was an amendment added to repeal the
4.3 cent fuel tax. That would have
upset the balance of benefits agreed to
by management and labor and would
have unraveled the unified rail coali-
tion. The Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, on a bipar-
tisan basis said, we would not bring the
bill to the floor with this provision in
it. The offending provisions was
stripped prior to floor consideration,
and the bipartisan railroad retirement
reform legislation passed the House
overwhelmingly by a vote of 391 to 25.

Now, we have the fuel tax repeal in
here. That is a windfall benefit to the
railroads with no commensurate ben-
efit to rail workers and retirees. That
is not fair. That is not right. That
unravels the agreement that we put to-
gether, that labor and management
voluntarily put together. We should
not pass this legislation with that pro-
vision in. On this issue alone, the bill
deserves to go down.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN).

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I know
this is a political year, and I know that
not everybody got everything in this
legislation that they wanted in this
legislation, but is that a reason to vote
against the legislation?

Look at this bill. It expands health
care coverage for all Americans; pro-
vides very important help for long-
term care; increases the Medicare re-
imbursement to our hospitals, to our
nursing homes, to our home health
agencies $28 billion over 5 years and $75
billion over 10 years. It helps our
schools to construct more schools. It
provides computers to the classrooms,
encourages adoption. It helps create
jobs in our poorest inner cities and
rural areas. It gives small businesses
needed tax relief so that they can pro-
vide health care insurance, so that
they can create more jobs. This is a
good bill.

Let me focus on one provision that I
am particularly proud of that this Con-
gress passed by a vote of 401 to 25, only
a few short months ago, totally bipar-
tisan. The gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN) and I worked on this for
the last 3 years together. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GALLEGLY)
and others on our side of the aisle
worked so hard on it. It provides retire-
ment security for all Americans. Half
of America’s workforce, 70 million peo-
ple, have no pension coverage at all
today, and everybody agrees on the
right, on the left, and the center that
we need to increase savings in our
economy so that we can be sure that
the economic prosperity that we are
now enjoying continues. This legisla-
tion addresses these issues head on.

It does 3 things. It lets everybody
save more in an IRA, moving it from
$2,000 a year to $5,000 a year. It lets
people save more in their 401(k)s. Mr.
Speaker, 42 million Americans that we
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represent now have 401(k)s. It lets ev-
erybody put more aside for their own
retirement, in traditional pension
plans.

Second, it allows rollover of pension
plans from job to job. In our increas-
ingly mobile society, that is very im-
portant to the workers we represent.
Finally, it streamlines and modernizes
our pension laws to reduce the costs,
the burdens and the liabilities, particu-
larly to small business, so that more
and more Americans will be able to
enjoy a secure retirement. This is good
stuff.

Mr. President, I cannot believe you
are thinking of vetoing this legislation.
Do not stand in the way of retirement
security.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose this bill precisely for the reasons
the gentleman who just spoke says we
ought to support it.

There is no death tax relief in this
bill, and after spending most of the
year in here knowing that we could
very well have a death tax relief for
small businesses, it is not in this bill.
There is no marriage tax penalty relief
anywhere in this bill, and we spent
considerable time talking about that.

This bill has the wrong priorities on
Medicare relief. I represent a district
that is very rural. My rural hospitals
need considerably more help than what
those who wrote the provisions in this
bill are suggesting. The bill also under-
mines welfare reform by dropping the
provision extending transitional Med-
icaid. We are increasing discretionary
spending at a record rate, cutting taxes
by $300 billion without dealing with the
estate tax, marriage penalty, or enact-
ing other legislation to eliminate the
national debt; and it is the wrong thing
to do today.

Mr. Speaker, we must recognize we
have to set priorities. The priorities of
the majority are not the priorities of
this Member. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this
bill.

I oppose this conference report because it
has the wrong priorities in using our limited re-
sources.

My priorities are eliminating the national
debt, providing relief from the estate tax and
marriage penalty, beginning a National Energy
Policy, and giving assistance to rural hospitals
and other health care providers. This bill does
not address these priorities.

If this bill is enacted on top of the legislation
already passed this year, we will have used
nearly $1 trillion on the project surplus over
the next ten years this year.

According to the bipartisan Concord Coali-
tion, if discretionary spending continues to in-
crease at the same rate is has over the last
three years under a Republican Congress for
the next ten years, nearly two-thirds of the
projected $2.2 on-budget surplus will be wiped
out.

Under one scenario, there would be just
$350 billion in surpluses available for other pri-
orities after we take Medicare off-budget next
year.

The cost of this tax bill, when combined with
the telephone excise tax bill, will consume
nearly $300 billion of the surplus over the next
ten years, not counting interest costs.

Enacting a tax cut as presented will con-
sume virtually all of the surplus available for
tax cuts, leaving no room to address other pri-
orities.

No room to deal with estate tax.
We have bipartisan support for meaningful

estate tax relief which would exempt all es-
tates less than $4 million from the estate tax
and reduce rates by 20 percent immediately.

Nearly half of the Democratic Caucus has
cosponsored an estate tax bill that would do
that, but the Wall Street Journal reported that
the Republican leadership has rejected that
proposal because they would rather have a
political issue for the campaign instead of ac-
complishing something on estate tax.

No room to deal with marriage penalty relief.
This bill excludes many important items that

were included in earlier tax bills:
All of the tax incentives for domestic oil and

gas producers that were included in the Sen-
ate bill were excluded for some reason. With
all of the talk about the need for a national en-
ergy policy, I don’t understand why the leader-
ship would oppose efforts to help our domestic
oil and gas industry.

An important provision for farmers which
clarify that CRP payments are not subject to
self-employment taxes were dropped from the
bill.

The bipartisan legislation on Individual De-
velopment Accounts which I cosponsored with
Representative JOE PITTS, which would help
low-income families save money and move
into the middle class, were dropped for some
reason.

While I support the increases in IRA limits to
help middle and upper income families save
for retirement, I do not understand why the tax
credits to help low income workers who most
need assistance save for their retirement were
dropped.

This bill has the wrong priorities on the
Medicare relief package. This bill short-
changes the critical needs of rural hospitals,
home health agencies and other health care
providers.

The bill also undermines welfare reform by
dropping the provision extending transitional
Medicaid, which ensures families moving from
welfare to work do not lose health insurance
for their children.

We are increasing discretionary spending at
a record rate and cutting taxes by $300 billion
without dealing with the estate tax, marriage
penalty or enacting a plan to eliminate our na-
tional debt.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS).

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, we are
here today with a Presidential veto
threat, and I am here to address that
provision in the Medicare and Medicaid
area, because in the President’s mes-
sage, he said, as several of my Demo-
cratic colleagues have said, that the
bill fails to attach accountability pro-
visions to the health maintenance or-
ganizations.

I am sorry to tell my friends who
made that statement that they are

simply flat-out wrong. I hope they did
not do it for political purposes. I hope
they did it because they were either
uninformed or misinformed.

On page 143 in the bill, on lines 17 and
18, the language contained therein is
the language supplied to us by the ad-
ministration in terms of their request
for accountability. Now, it seems
strange with all of the arguments that
there has not been much discussion be-
tween the administration and those of
us that are charged with the responsi-
bility as the majority to work with the
minority, which we did in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means sub-
committee, by unanimously passing
out the provision. It says, any of the
dollars in this bill sent to Medicare
HMOs can only be used to reduce pre-
miums, cost-sharing, enhance the bene-
fits of the beneficiaries, or utilize the
stabilization fund. Every dollar that is
added must be converted to benefits for
individuals.

The President also says that there
are other health care providers that
are shorted by the basis of the HMO
provisions. Let us remember that this
is supposed to be not always for pro-
viders, it is supposed to be for bene-
ficiaries. It is supposed to be for people
in trouble. Organizations surrounding
that have all written us letters. More
than four dozen associations have said,
we like what you are doing, we support
what you are doing, we hope Members
vote for it, we hope the President does
not veto it. Organizations such as the
American Cancer Society, the Amer-
ican Dietetic Association, Juvenile
Justice Foundation, the National Kid-
ney Foundation, the National Multiple
Sclerosis Society, these are the people
that are urging us to vote for the bill.
They want us to vote for the bill.

The President’s veto threat says that
other providers have been shorted be-
cause so much money has been given to
the Medicare HMOs. Then why in the
world is the Long Term Hospital Asso-
ciation endorsing this, urging members
to vote for it? Why is the Federation of
American Hospitals, the National Asso-
ciation of Childrens Hospitals, the Na-
tional Association of Long Term Hos-
pitals, the National Association of Psy-
chiatric Health Hospitals, the National
Association of Urban Critical Access
Hospitals, and the one usually held up,
the American Hospital Association,
says in a letter dated today, and I
quote, American Hospital Association
says, ‘‘We are urging Members to vote
in favor of this legislation and have
recommended that the President not
veto the legislation.’’

The other providers say, vote for the
bill and pass it. The associations that
are going to benefit, the American Red
Cross and others, say vote for it and
pass it.

Mr. Speaker, I am just curious as to
who these unnamed folks are that
somehow are being benefited in here.
Believe me, this is good legislation.
Follow these people. Vote for it, pass
it, and the President should not veto
it.
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Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this legislation. Instead
of helping those that faced the real
cuts in 1997, what our Republican col-
leagues have done is they have gift
wrapped an early Christmas present for
the same HMOs that continue to re-
duce coverage for seniors and in many
cases drop their coverage altogether.

Unlike hospitals, home health, hos-
pice providers, Medicare HMOs did not
have their funding cut in 1997, yet this
past year, we invested $1.4 billion in
Medicare+Choice and the Medicare
HMOs returned the favor by dropping
nearly 1 million seniors, 56,000 in my
State of Connecticut alone. And guess
what? There is no meaningful account-
ability in this piece of legislation.
These folks can pull the rug out from
under people after a year. That was not
changed at all in this piece of legisla-
tion.

I say to my colleagues, they got $1.4
billion, talk about bang for the buck,
and they let all of these people adrift.
The Republican bill would now give the
Medicare HMOs 41 percent of the
money in this bill, $10 billion. It is
wrong, it is unfair, it does not help
those who need it the most.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I am ris-
ing to oppose this legislation. I want to
recognize the extraordinary leadership
of the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business (Ms.
VELA

´
ZQUEZ), and I urge my colleagues

to oppose this legislation.
This bill is sadly deficient because it

misses opportunities. It misses an op-
portunity to help our health care pro-
viders secure benefit improvements in
Medicare and Medicaid that would in-
crease the access of millions of Ameri-
cans to the health care they need. Un-
fortunately, the Republican leadership
has chosen to make HMOs not the
beneficiaries the focus of this flawed
legislation.

Another missed opportunity was a
bill that passed in bipartisan fashion
out of the Committee on Commerce
which would have increased enrollment
in the CHIP and Medicaid, reduce out-
of-pocket Medicare expenses and in-
crease access to health insurance for
disabled children and legal immi-
grants. It is a stark example of failed
leadership.

Another opportunity that is missed
is the bipartisan legislation to provide
incentives to private sector biotech
and pharmaceutical companies to ac-
celerate development of vaccines for
AIDS, malaria, and TB.

Mr. Speaker, the biggest missed op-
portunity is in school construction.
How can we ignore the needs of our
children?

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
measure which fails to provide tax relief to the
families and institutions that need it most and

fails to adequately meet our nation’s health
care needs. At the heart of the many flaws
that are contained in this bill is the refusal of
the Republican leadership to negotiate these
measures in a bipartisan manner.

We are nearly a month into the fiscal year,
and the Republican leadership continues to
push forward bills that we all know will be ve-
toed because of their refusal to reach across
the aisle and compromise. The American peo-
ple deserve better leadership and a real com-
mitment to achieving the important goals of
tax relief and improved access to quality
health care.

We are blessed in this country with the fin-
est health care providers in the world. How-
ever, we must not take our good fortune for
granted. The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 ini-
tiated several important changes in reimburse-
ment rates for Medicare and other federally
funded health care programs. Unfortunately,
many of these new reimbursement rules re-
sulted in payment cuts to health care pro-
viders that were far greater than Congress in-
tended. As a result, hospitals, nursing homes,
patient care and academic health centers
across the country are suffering.

The refinements passed last year were a
start, but they only addressed a fraction of the
losses that the hospitals skilled nursing facili-
ties that treat our most vulnerable citizens are
facing. A recent report by the Lewin Group es-
timates that without further relief nearly 60
percent of the nation’s hospitals will not be
able to cover the costs of treating Medicare
patients by 2004, and in the last two years
170 skilled nursing facilities have filed bank-
ruptcy in California alone.

Today, we have an important opportunity to
help our health care providers and secure
benefit improvements in Medicare and Med-
icaid that would increase the access of mil-
lions of Americans to the health care they
need. Unfortunately, the Republican leader-
ship has chosen to make HMOs, not bene-
ficiaries, the focus of this flawed legislation.

Medicare+Choice is an important program,
but it is irresponsible to allocate over a third of
the resources in this bill to a program that
serves less than a sixth of our citizens. And to
do so without any accountability measures
demonstrates once again that the Republican
leadership is on the side of the insurance in-
dustry, not on the side of patients.

All year long we have been waiting for the
Republican leadership to pass a real patient’s
bill of rights. When the House and Senate
began the conference on this issue in October
1999 there was an important decision to be
made, would this Congress vote to protect pa-
tients or HMOs? Democrats have been united
and clear in our choice. We choose patients.
But the Republican leadership has been just
as clear in their determination to protect their
friends in the insurance industry. Today, they
have once again chosen HMOs over patients.

Benefit improvements in Medicare and Med-
icaid are long overdue, and ignoring an oppor-
tunity to increase enrollment in CHIP and
Medicaid, reduce out-of-pocket Medicare ex-
penses, and increase access to health insur-
ance for disabled children and legal immi-
grants is a stark example of failed leadership.

I am also opposed to a provision that has
been included in this bill which violates the pri-
vacy protections that the Census Bureau has
promised the American people. This provision
would provide personal information to the

Congressional Budget Office that is given to
the Census Bureau with the understanding
that the data will be used solely for the Cen-
sus. This year’s high response rates to census
surveys will surely decline if that promise is
broken.

Among the many important items excluded
from H.R. 2614 is bipartisan legislation to pro-
vide incentives to private sector biotech and
pharmaceutical companies to accelerate de-
velopment of vaccines for AIDS, malaria, TB
and any other disease that kills one million or
more people annually. The Vaccines for the
New Millennium Act, which was developed in
collaboration with industry and public health
advocates, creates tax and purchase credits
that will increase R&D and expand the market
for new vaccines.

The combined deaths from AIDS, TB, and
malaria total over 7 million each year. Preven-
tive vaccines are our best hope to being these
destructive worldwide epidemics under control.
The National Institutes of Health is doing cru-
cially important vaccine research. But private
sector biotech and pharmaceutical companies
have much of the expertise to develop and
produce vaccines, and we must leverage their
resources and encourage the market to work
more effectively in order to develop these vac-
cines in the near future.

This legislation fails to achieve the tax relief
that American families need and the improve-
ments in access to quality health care that
they deserve. This country deserves better. I
urge my colleagues to vote no on H.R. 2614.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, this is an accumulation of
five bills that were introduced yester-
day. It is 960 pages in length. I can tell
my colleagues what my gut tells me,
and I am quoting from a colleague in
the Mississippi legislature: There are
enough snakes in this bill that it would
take a herpetologist to sort them all
out.

We are dealing with people’s retire-
ment, and one provision of this bill
would allow the person who is rolling
those retirement funds over to pocket
the profits for 60 days. Grandma does
not get them, he gets them, not the
person who deserves them, the guy who
convinces grandma that she needs to
roll it over. That is just one provision.

There is another provision that on a
casual reading of this bill that I
showed to over a dozen Members of
Congress and an equal number of mem-
bers of the press would have us believe
that we get a tax deduction for paying
bribes.

Now, I say to my colleagues, if it is
our job to make the tax laws simpler
and more understandable, why on the
last day of this session would we pa-
rade out a bill that is going to add 965
pages to the Tax Code that no one fully
comprehends?

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is referring to the foreign sales
provision of the bill, and that is the ad-
ministration’s provision.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.
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It greatly concerns me to have this

bill so maligned, because the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY)
and I worked so hard to have the in-
crease for hospitals included in this
bill, the inflation update. It pains me
that Senator KENT CONRAD and I
worked so hard to have rural health
care in this bill. It is in this bill. It
pains me to have Senator BOB GRAHAM
from Florida, having worked so hard
with me on preventive health benefits
in this bill, to hear this being described
as a partisan bill. It pains me, with the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WEXLER)
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH), who, we worked together on
HMOs that are leaving our country de-
stabilized to bring them relief and re-
form.

Mr. Speaker, I realized this is not
about people today, it is about power.
When the President refused to have a
public bill signing on a breast cancer
treatment bill at the White House be-
cause he was afraid the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAZIO) would get
credit for it, who is running against
Mrs. Clinton, I realized it is about
power, not people; I realized it is about
politics, not people, and for the other
side of the aisle to decry this bill as
some last minute attempt, after we
have worked 2 years on producing this
document, shame on them for voting
no. Shame on them.
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Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. SHERMAN).

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, both
parties agree that the tax code should
help school districts issue school bonds
and build schools. But this bill provides
only half of the tax credits for school
bonds that we need. It has weasel words
on Davis-Bacon, which means we will
get substandard schools built at sub-
standard wages.

Worse yet, it allegedly helps our
school districts by dealing with the ar-
bitrage provisions. It will not build a
school on Elm Street. It will build sky-
scrapers on Wall Street.

It allows and encourages school
boards to take the bond proceeds to
Wall Street and arbitrage them in
risky investments. Is that not how Or-
ange County, California, went bank-
rupt just a few years ago?

We need provisions that provide tax
credits so that school boards can issue
school bonds and have the Federal Gov-
ernment, in effect, pay the interest on
those bonds. What we do not need is a
provision that allows school districts
to take bond proceeds, encourages
them to delay construction, and urges
them to go play the market.

I know that the bond councils out
there dream that they will become in-
vestment bankers, but that is not what
school bonds are all about.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I stand
in strong support of this legislation
which deserves bipartisan support. I
have heard a lot of claims on both sides
about support for expanding IRA’s and
retirement savings. It is in this bill.

I hear a lot of claims about support
for increasing reimbursements for our
local hospitals and nursing homes and
home health care providers. Well, there
is $28 billion worth in this bill.

I hear a lot of claims about support
on both sides of the aisle in support of
increasing the minimum wage. We do
that in this legislation. In fact, 98 per-
cent of this bill we voted in favor of al-
ready.

Let me point out, there are impor-
tant provisions that help the little
folks. There is 10 million building
tradespeople, cement finishers, oper-
ating engineers, carpenters, laborers,
who right now have their pensions lim-
ited because of the section 415. I have
had many colleagues on the other side
of the aisle come up and say, ‘‘Are we
going to get it in the bill?’’ I hope they
will vote for it, because this is their op-
portunity to help those 10 million
building tradespeople get their full
pension.

I also want to point out that we have
tax incentives in here for brownfields,
cleaning up environmental cleanup
which allow every community in the
America to benefit from that incen-
tive.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, may

I inquire how much time each side has
remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ) has 33⁄4 minutes

remaining. The gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. TALENT) has 21⁄4 minutes re-
maining.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

would like to inquire of the other side
how many more speakers they have.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, we have
two more on this side; and I understand
we are closing, so perhaps the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELA

´
ZQUEZ) could go with a couple of

speakers.
Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

have one more speaker, then I am
ready to close.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I favor real
middle-class tax cuts. I favor tax cuts
which put small businesses on the same
footing with large corporations. I favor
pension reform. And I favor Medicare
adjustments to keep small hospitals
open.

But I am going to oppose this bill be-
cause of the cynical inclusion of a pro-
vision which specifically overturns Or-
egon’s death-with-dignity law. This
was voted on by the people of Oregon,
not once, but twice.

What will happen if this bill passes is
that things will not play out in grand
chambers like this. Things will not
play out in the hospitals that we are
trying to keep open. There will be lit-

tle rooms across this country, in Or-
egon, where the scenes will be played
out in small rooms filled with pain.

If my colleagues want that pain to
occur, then vote for this bill. If my col-
leagues want to prevent that pain from
occurring, if they want real tax relief,
then vote against this bill.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄4
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this
bill. I point out to my colleagues that
almost every section of it they have
voted for overwhelmingly: the retire-
ment security provisions, the small
business tax relief, the foreign sales
section, the community and renewal
provisions, and the health care provi-
sions. They have voted for it because it
is good tax law and it is good for work-
ing people.

Let us look at the Medicare section.
Do my colleagues realize that the
Medicare provisions came out of the
Committee on Ways and Means Medi-
care subcommittee with unanimous
support?

The Democrats voted for a 4 percent
increase for managed care, plus the
proposal of the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) that those
coming back into the market get a
bonus. That is what the professional
folks on your side that are the closest
to this issue voted for.

Otherwise, the Medicare section is
just like the Committee on Ways and
Means structured it, with some addi-
tional provisions from the Committee
on Commerce that enriches, not only
Medicaid, but gives States back that
CHIP money for their children’s insur-
ance programs and does something we
have all tried to do for a long time, and
that is loosen the definition of ‘‘home-
bound’’ so more money will go to home
care.

That is why all the groups support
this, the hospitals, the nursing homes,
the home care providers. My colleagues
should support it, too.

This is about the strength of our
Medicare system and the providers
that serve them. It is about good tax
policy across the board. My colleagues
have voted for it overwhelmingly. Sup-
port it today.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs.
JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the time is short so I wish to focus my
remarks particularly with regard to
the small business section of the bill
and encourage my colleagues to vote
against it, even though I wanted to
commend the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ) for all the work

she has done in this effort.
Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

would like to inquire if the gentleman
from Missouri has any further speak-
ers.
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Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, the ma-

jority leader is going to close on our
behalf.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

yield the remaining time to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR).

Mr. BONIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from New York for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a giant, gar-
gantuan, enormous hand-out to the
HMOs. At a time when health care
costs are bankrupting families all
across America, closing hospital doors
throughout this country, 47 percent, 47
percent of the dollars under this Re-
publican bill, under the Medicare part
of this bill, go to the HMOs.

The same HMOs that deny one seeing
one’s specialist will get $30 billion
under this bill over 10 years. The same
HMOs who abandoned the rural areas
of this country get $30 billion under
this bill. The same HMOs who left
stranded a million seniors in this coun-
try over the last year will get $30 bil-
lion under this bill. The same HMOs
that will not allow one to go to the
nearest emergency room because of
cost will get $30 billion under this bill.

But it is not enough that the Repub-
licans would turn their backs on the
hospitals and the nursing homes and
the home health care agencies, they
want to transfer $30 billion to the
HMOs. It is not enough that they would
do that; but on top of that, they start-
ed this Congress, we started this Con-
gress with the hope that we would get
the simplest of a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. Of course that has been aban-
doned.

So what we have here is no Patients’
Bill of Rights for our seniors, for our
mothers and our fathers and our chil-
dren. What we are ending up with in
the Congress is a huge, enormous $30
billion gift, Christmas present, call it
what you want, for the HMOs at the ex-
pense of the other providers who are
struggling to care for our families.

The President will veto this bill. The
President should veto this bill. We will
stay here, and we will fight as long as
it takes for the hospitals, for the nurs-
ing homes, and for the caregivers of the
American families, those people who
American families depend on.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
this bill and send a very clear message
that this Congress has been a failure
when it comes to health care, espe-
cially with respect to providing for our
families through the proper channels
and not through the HMO giveaway.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELA

´
ZQUEZ) for her many kindnesses

and her powerful advocacy of her views
and the graciousness in the times we
have served together on the Committee
on Small Business. I want to thank the
gentlewoman.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield the
remaining time to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY),
the majority leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I guess I am a little
confused by all the protests I hear
about this bill. It has been suggested
that maybe we did not consult enough
with the White House or perhaps other
Members of the Congress other than
the Republicans in the House. Let me
assure my colleagues, we have talked
about that.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, provides $245
billion in tax relief over the next 10
years, a figure that I personally agreed
to with the Secretary of the Treasury
on behalf of the President. That would
be $11.5 billion impacting the first
year, this fiscal year. I personally
agreed to that figure with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury as he acted on
behalf of the President. That allows us
to keep our 90 percent pledge to pay
down 90 percent of the budget surplus
in debt reduction.

Then as we proceeded in our discus-
sions with the White House, we re-
minded them that we wanted to put to-
gether a bill that had proven standing
by virtue of the votes taken in the
House.

We started off with the bipartisan
Portman-Cardin bill that had already
been voted in this House by a vote of
401 to 25, virtually all of us on that bill.
Very little change was made with that,
and only those little minor changes
that were agreed to by the White House
and in consultation with the authors of
the bill, a Republican and a Democrat,
and other interested parties.

We went on, and we included min-
imum wage, the top priority of the
Democrats, and attended that with a
small business wage package that at-
tended it when it left the House. That
part of the package passed with a large
bipartisan vote.

We added then a foreign sales cor-
poration fix. It had passed the House
by 314 votes, 114 of which were Demo-
crats, wanted by the White House as a
top priority.

Then we included community re-
newal. That passed the House by 394
votes and was the product of what was
agreement between the President of
the United States and the Speaker of
the House as they toured the country,
talking about what they wanted to do
to help people in these communities
that did not seem to keep pace with
the prosperity of America and all these
wonderful ways. It was directly nego-
tiated by the White House with the
Speaker of the House; 394 us voted for
it.

Maybe it is not, then, these major
component parts that bother the folks
that now say they want to vote no.
Maybe it is the fact that we give a
long-term tax credit, tax deduction,
asked for by the White House, given by
us out of consideration for those loving
children that take their parents into
their households and take care of them
in their old age. It does not seem a big
thing to do. But I have to tell my col-

leagues rich kids do not need that, but
we love it. We love it for those young
men and women with their own fami-
lies that care for mom and dad in their
old age.

Maybe my colleagues all object to
the health insurance tax deduction
that would give the waitress in the cor-
ner restaurant down here the same
consideration of tax code as she strug-
gles to buy her health insurance as is
given to a CEO that has his insurance
provided to him by his employer.
Maybe my colleagues do not think that
is fair to give that waitress a tax de-
duction for what she pays for health in-
surance.

Perhaps my colleagues are upset
about the adoption tax credit that
would enable more families, particu-
larly more low- and marginal-income
families, to take more children into
their families and love them. Perhaps
my colleagues would rather see the
children out in the cold. Maybe that
does not bother them.

I saw the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM), the ranking Democrat on
the Committee on Agriculture, down
here complaining. Maybe it was the
farm savings accounts that give farm-
ers encouragement and assistance as
they save in the good years to help
themselves through the bad years.
Maybe that is what my colleagues ob-
ject to. The White House liked that.

b 1700

Or perhaps it is the school construc-
tion provisions that first stops this im-
moral taxation of the meager earnings
that a school district has on their
bonds while construction is underway,
and then goes on to in fact give further
tax deductions and consideration to
communities that want to issue bonds
to build schools or renovate schools.
The White House asked for that. Per-
haps my Democrat colleagues in the
House disagree with the White House
and would rather not have that.

Or perhaps maybe my colleagues’ ob-
jections are that while we do not give
them that, we at the same time in-
crease for so many of these school dis-
tricts their production costs beyond
the point where it does them any good
to have this benefit under the tax law
by virtue of some sop they want for
their labor friends that finance their
campaigns.

Maybe the things that bother my
Democrat colleagues is the tax credit
we gave to people who want to provide
computers to students in schools and
libraries. I do not know what it is that
bothers my colleagues, but whatever it
is that bothers them, they should not
let what bothers them cause them to
deny the fact that 90 percent of this
passed through the House, mostly with
their votes before.

Maybe the problem is we are going to
pass this law just too close to the elec-
tions. Maybe that is what is bothering
my Democrat colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect tax
bill. There rarely are perfect tax bills.
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But I can tell my colleagues this from
my discussions with the White House.
There are some things in this that we
do not like, and there are some things
that the President does not like. There
are some things that are not in here
that we would like to have seen in
here, and there are some things that
are not in here that the President
would like to have seen in here. We are
only mostly happy, and he should be
only mostly happy.

The spirit of compromise means that
nobody gets to be perfectly happy. And
maybe that is what makes this a good
bill, and we all ought to vote on it. Be-
cause working together, us with our
point of view, my Democrat colleagues
with their point of view, our desire to
help real people in their real lives,
whether it is adopting children, helping
individuals save for their own old age,
helping mom and dad in their old age,
securing health insurance saving for a
rainy day, or perhaps the farmer wants
a day that does not rain so much,
whatever it is in here, we are right
here, my colleagues. We are right not
only in our understanding with our
heads of the tax code and its injustices
that must be addressed but, more im-
portantly, in our heart for saying to
the American people that they created
the surplus and they deserve some of it
back.

Do we really have to keep it here so
we can spend it all? I ask my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ I ask the Presi-
dent to sign the bill. It would make
him mostly happy, I think. And that is
as much as anyone can expect in this
life.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to this bill, which includes badly mis-
placed priorities in the areas of health care
and education.

There is a crisis among rural health care
providers. As a steering committee member of
the Rural Health Care Coalition, I have fought
long and hard to address and alleviate this cri-
sis. Too many rural hospitals, nursing homes
and home health agencies are being forced to
cut back on their services or to shut their
doors because Medicare reimbursement levels
are inadequate to cover essential costs. Unfor-
tunately, rather than provide sufficient funding
for these essential providers, the bill before us
directs a whopping 41 percent of the available
funds to managed care companies—even
though HMOs provide coverage for only about
one in six seniors nationwide.

Because this bill provides a disproportionate
share of funds to HMOs, all the other pro-
viders have been shortchanged. One of my
priorities, and one of the priorities of our na-
tion’s hospitals, is to provide them with a full
inflationary update over the next two fiscal
years. As prescribed by the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997, hospitals did not receive an infla-
tionary update in fiscal year 1998 and there-
after have received reduced updates. Rural
hospitals depend more upon Medicare reim-
bursements than do urban facilities and feel a
greater impact from payment reforms and re-
duction. In fact, in my home state of North Da-
kota, hospital payments are still expected to
decrease by $416 million, or 11 percent, from
pre-BBA levels during fiscal years 1998–2004.
This is unacceptable.

I am disappointed, therefore, that this meas-
ure provides hospitals with a full inflationary
update for only one year, fiscal year 2001. At
the end of that fiscal year, the promise that
some my colleagues are making to these
health care providers, a promise to help them
keep their doors open, may be broken. I in-
tend to uphold this promise; I have been in
personal contact with the Administration, and
they have assured me that they, too, are com-
mitted to our nation’s hospitals and will con-
tinue to fight for a full, two-year inflationary up-
date. The least we can do is to provide our
hospitals with an annual Medicare payment
update that reflects an unreduced adjustment
for inflation, the same adjustment we provide
in other federal programs that seniors rely
upon, such as Social Security.

The development of home health services
as part of the Medicare program has been of
great benefit to our nation’s seniors. With
home care, our seniors receive quality, skilled
care in their very own homes, postponing or
eliminating the need for care in more costly,
and often more isolated, settings. Unfortu-
nately, home health agencies have also suf-
fered financially under the unintended con-
sequences of the Balanced Budget Act. This
measure was supposed to cut $16 billion in
home health care spending over five years;
new estimates show that we have actually cut
$69 billion, over four times what was antici-
pated.

Congress has a chance to do some good
this year; we can eliminate the further 15 per-
cent reduction in Medicare payments to home
health agencies scheduled to go into effect in
October 2001. This Congress, however, is vot-
ing on a measure that will only delay this cut
for one more year, until October 2002. This,
too, is unacceptable.

Providers are already doing all they can to
keep their doors open under these financial
constraints. This has not been easy. Across
the nation, thousands of home health agen-
cies have closed or stopped serving Medicare
beneficiaries. In North Dakota, four of the
state’s 36 Medicare-certified agencies have
been forced to do the same. As a result, the
number of patients receiving Medicare home
health services has dropped. In 1997, 3.6
beneficiaries received home care across the
nation; in North Dakota, about 9,000 Medicare
patients were served. Only one year later, the
number of Medicare patients served by home
care dropped an amazing 17 percent nation-
wide and 10 percent in North Dakota. We can-
not continue to address the financial crisis fac-
ing our home health agencies on a year to
year basis. We have to act now to end this
trend by repealing the 15 percent cut in Medi-
care payments for once and for all.

I am also disappointed with the Republican
school modernization provision in this legisla-
tion. I believe that we have a responsibility to
provide our children with a quality education in
a safe, modern environment. As a father I
want to be sure that my children, Kathryn and
Scotty, are learning in the best possible envi-
ronment. As a Members of Congress, I want
that for all American children. The proposal
before us would not achieve that goal.

Mr. Speaker, studies have shown that
American schools would need an additional
$125 billion in construction and renovation
funds to be able to provide our children with
the best education. In North Dakota alone, the
National Education Association estimates the

need for an additional $545 million to ade-
quately address school modernization issues.
To provide schools with the resources they
need, we must pass the bipartisan Johnson/
Rangel bill, which would provide almost $25
billion in tax credits to pay the interest on
school construction bonds. Unfortunately, the
legislation we consider today would provide
less that half of that amount. Mr. Speaker, I
believe that the education of our children is
worth more than that.

This legislation also includes a change to
the tax-exempt bond arbitrage rules that large-
ly fails to meet the stated objective of modern-
izing schools, especially in rural areas. Under
the Republican proposal, school districts
would have four years to spend school con-
struction bond proceeds rather than the two
years currently permitted. Accordingly to Re-
publicans, this would enable school districts to
invest bond proceeds for a longer period and
recognize greater arbitrage profits. The truth
is, many school districts will receive no bene-
fits from the Republican proposal. Schools
with urgent needs, forced to teach children in
trailers and dilapidated buildings, would not
benefit from this legislation. Their backlog of
unmet needs means that they do not have the
luxury of waiting four years before completing
school construction.

The school modernization provision in the
Republican tax bill is simply inadequate to ad-
dress the urgent construction and renovation
needs of our nation’s schools, and I urge my
colleagues to oppose this legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in strong opposition to a veiled at-
tempt by members from the other side to bring
tax relief to the floor at the expense of some
of the wealthiest and vulnerable Americans in
our economy. It would do nothing but harm
our seniors.

The bill is deficient in three major areas.
The legislation fails to include the Rangel
school construction tax credit provisions,
which would help leverage $24 billion in fi-
nancing for school construction and renova-
tion. In addition to providing much-needed
construction and renovation of schools, these
provisions would include vital Davis-Bacon
wage protections for construction workers. The
bill should have included real education re-
form.

Second, the Republicans crafted a health in-
surance coverage without any input from col-
leagues from the other side. And it shows, Mr.
Speaker. This is the wrong type of health re-
form. And it is wrong for the urban and rural
hospitals in my district. We can do better for
America. Republicans have spent the entire
year fighting against a Medicare prescription
drug benefit or a truly enforceable Patients’
Bill of Rights. Even worse, Republicans have
fought meaningful expansions of health insur-
ance options for working families and have
prevented assistance for families with long-
term needs.

This bill includes huge tax breaks for the
wealthy without any financing for a Medicare
drug benefit, extending the life of the trust
fund, and protecting Medicare surplus for its
future needs. Furthermore, the legislation still
allows individuals who do not participate in
employer-sponsored health plans to take an
above-the-line deduction for the cost if their
health insurance premiums. This is an ex-
tremely inefficient and costly means of trying
to expand health insurance coverage. Even
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worse, it could have the perverse effect of un-
dermining existing employer-based coverage.
Instead of this unprincipled proposal, Con-
gress should immediately consider other more
targeted mechanisms to expand health insur-
ance coverage which would not jeopardize
workers existing coverage.

We also know, Mr. Speaker, that this bill in-
cludes a massive payment for HMOs with no
requirement that plans do not leave commu-
nities and strand seniors or cut back on bene-
fits. The bill would give $30 billion in relief to
health care providers under Medicare. Unfortu-
nately, these additional reimbursements are
too heavily weighted toward HMOs, with insuf-
ficient assistance being given to urban and
rural hospitals. In addition, this legislation fails
to include adequate guarantees that health
care plans will maintain benefits for seniors.

It is clear that there is no meaningful guar-
antee of increased access plans or benefits.
That is inexcusable. Republicans rely on a
‘‘trickle down’’ approach of giving large sums
of money to HMOs and asking—not requir-
ing—that they use the money for beneficiaries.
Their bill includes no guarantee that plans will
not drop out of communities or Medicare alto-
gether when it is no longer in their interest to
remain or that they will put new money to-
wards maintaining benefits rather than shoring
up their bottom lines.

This bill would hurt my district, the 18th
Congressional District of Texas most dearly.
HMOs have already been rolling out of com-
munities leaving seniors bewildered and con-
fused about their choices. When plans leave
an area, seniors are left with tough choices
that can be quite traumatic or disturbing, espe-
cially for low and middle-income seniors.

We want to pass a bill that makes a real dif-
ference for our Nation’s seniors. And I am will-
ing to stay here as long as we need to get the
job done. Democrats support reasonable tax
cuts, Medicare and Medicaid provider payment
increases, and beneficiary investments. These
are parts of the bill that I support, such as a
downpayment on provider payment restora-
tions, new preventative benefits in Medicare,
increased managed care payments for coun-
ties that now have low reimbursement, and
other provisions that provide for better care of
our seniors.

It is time to come together a real bipartisan
process to resolve health policies in this 106th
Congress. The bill has other serious short-
comings that really have little to do with tax
discussion. For example, the bill allocates too
little to critical beneficiary, provider policies.
Hospitals simply receive inadequate Medicaid
disproportionate share hospital payments in-
creases, which has placed many cities at a
serious disadvantage. Hospitals, such as
those located in my districts, are facing in-
creasingly difficult times at providing adequate
care to seniors.

There are other inexcusable ‘‘reforms’’ that
have been inserted into the bill. Home health
agencies receive no 2nd year delay of the 15
percent cut; nursing homes will not even ben-
efit from the proposal to provide $1 billion in
grants to states to improve quality by increas-
ing staff ratios; hospices receive no 2nd year
of update; and beneficiaries receive much less
than HMOs.

Bipartisan proposals that have been ex-
cluded include are shameless. This bill con-
tains no health coverage option for legal immi-
grants, passed on a bipartisan basis; no

health coverage for children with disabilities
who cannot access private insurance; no im-
proved enrollment for uninsured children in
schools and other sites; no extension of transi-
tional health coverage for people leaving wel-
fare for work; and no waiver of the Medicare
waiting period for people with Lou Gehrig’s
disease.

Mr. Speaker, we must work together to cor-
rect this legislation and send something to the
President that he can actually sign for that
benefits the American people. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in rejecting this bill that is
bad for our schools and for our seniors. We
ought and can do much better, Mr. Speaker.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, like
many of my colleagues, I believe that we need
to make changes in 1997 Balanced Budget
Act to restore cuts made to Medicare and
Medicaid. Unlike the authors of the provisions
in H.R. 2614 that we are discussing today, I
believe that increased payments deserve to go
to those entities that actually provide health
care to our nation’s senior citizens and per-
sons with disabilities.

There are some important provisions in this
bill. I am extremely pleased with the provision
to protect Illinois and other states that stand to
lose needed Medicaid funds under a proposed
change regarding intergovernmental transfer
provisions. This is an important provision that
will allow my state and others to continue to
provide needed care to the uninsured and the
underinsured. But overall, this bill ignores crit-
ical priorities, falls far short of what is needed,
and actually undermines some protections that
many of us have fought so hard to win over
the past few years.

A major problem is the decision to reward
Medicare HMOs instead of directing more re-
sources to actual care providers. Only 16 per-
cent of Medicare’s 39 million beneficiaries are
in Medicare+Choice, managed care plans.
Yet, over the next five years, those plans
would receive 40 percent of the newly-re-
stored payments under H.R. 2614. Over a ten-
year period, nearly half of the new payments
would go to Medicare HMOs. Of course, the
84 percent of beneficiaries who are not in
Medicare managed care won’t get their fair
share under this proposal. But there is no
guarantee that Medicare+Choice enrollees will
benefit, either.

There is no requirement under this bill that
Medicare managed care plans pass any of
those increased payments through to hos-
pitals, doctors, nursing homes, home health
agencies or hospice providers. There is no
guarantee that, even with those new pay-
ments, Medicare+Choice plans will stay in the
market. Last year, we increased
Medicare+Choice payments and 934,000
beneficiaries still received letters in the mail
saying that their plan was going to leave them
high and dry. Yet, Medicare HMOs would get
40 percent of new payments, despite the lack
of accountability and guaranteed coverage
and despite reports by the General Accounting
Office that in 1998 alone Medicare spent $5
billion more on those beneficiaries in
Medicare+Choice plans than if those enrollees
had been in traditional Medicare.

Instead of spending billions of dollars on
Medicare HMOs that are here today and gone
tomorrow, I would rather spend those dollars
to provide direct payments to hospitals, par-
ticularly those that serve a disproportionate
share of low-income and uninsured patients

and provide critical teaching services. I would
rather delay the 15 percent reduction in home
health spending for another two years, provide
nursing home quality grants and support ef-
forts to move individuals to home and commu-
nity-based care.

I am particularly concerned that this bill
does not provide adequate funding for hospice
and palliative care services. We are all con-
cerned about the high price of prescription
drugs, but this is a particular problem for hos-
pice organizations that rely on prescription
drugs to provide critical pain relief to terminally
ill patients. When Medicare established pay-
ment rates for hospice services in the 1980s,
medication costs represented about $1 of the
daily rate. Today, those costs have increased
by about 1500%, to $16 a day. Yet, payment
rates have not kept pace and the result is that
many hospice care entities are struggling to
survive. In fact, as a Milliman and Robertson
study conducted in response to a Congres-
sional directive concluded, ‘‘the trend is clear
that Medicare hospice per diem payments do
not cover the costs of hospice care and result
in significant financial losses to hospice pro-
grams throughout the country.’’

We could be acting today to provide health
care for legal immigrant pregnant women and
children, to adopt the Family Opportunity Act,
to extend health coverage for people leaving
welfare for work, to eliminate the Medicare
waiting period for persons with ALS, and to
expand the State Children’s Health Insurance
Program. H.R. 2614 ignores these very real
priorities in favor of Medicare HMOs. This is
the wrong priority, and I hope that my col-
leagues will reject this bill.

We have time to engage in real negotia-
tions, to debate fairly and to respond to the
needs of patients. We can and we must act
before we go home this year to pass real,
meaningful and pro-patient changes to the
1997 Balanced Budget Act.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to express my opposition to the con-
ference report for H.R. 2614, which includes
several tax-related provisions dealing with
community renewal, the repeal of Foreign
Sales Corporation laws, health care and Medi-
care provisions, minimum wage, small busi-
ness tax cuts, pension reform, and Individual
Retirement Account expansion.

This legislation, which was drafted without
the consultation or active participation of Con-
gressional Democrats or the Administration,
fails to provide adequate funding for school
construction and modernization needs, health
coverage for the uninsured, credits for long
term care, pension coverage, and account-
ability provisions for excessive payment in-
creases to health maintenance organizations
(HMOs).

More importantly, this legislation fails to take
into account the dire economies of the U.S.
territories, including the Territory of Guam. For
several months, I have appealed to the Ad-
ministration and Congressional leaders for tax
relief legislation for Guam because of the ex-
clusion of the U.S. territories from the Presi-
dent’s New Markets Initiative legislation and
the adverse impact that legislation repealing
the Foreign Sales Corporations (FSCs) pro-
gram will have on Guam.

Guam’s economy continues to suffer as a
result of the Asian financial crisis since our is-
land’s tourism industry relies heavily on Japan
and other Asian countries due to our close
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proximity to Asia. Moreover, Guam’s unem-
ployment rate is at an unprecedented 15.3
percent, more than three times the national
average.

I have requested that legislation I have
sponsored, which is crucial to Guam’s econ-
omy, be included in any final tax package,
particularly if the legislation seeks to help dis-
tressed communities. The Guam Foreign Di-
rect Investment Equity Act would provide
Guam with the same rates as the fifty states
under international tax treaties. Since the U.S.
cannot unilaterally amend treaties to include
Guam in its definition of United States, my leg-
islation amends Guam’s Organic Act, which
has an entire tax section that mirrors the U.S.
tax code. The legislation does not cost the
federal government any money. It simply al-
lows the Government of Guam to lower its
withholding rate for foreign investors. My legis-
lation passed the House previously as part of
a Guam omnibus bill on July 25, 2000. The bill
has Administration and bi-partisan Congres-
sional support.

As background, under the U.S. Internal Rev-
enue Code, there is a 30 percent withholding
tax rate for foreign investors in the United
States. Since Guam’s tax law ‘‘mirrors’’ the
rate established under the U.S. Code, the
standard rate for foreign investors in Guam is
30 percent.

My proposal provides the Government of
Guam with the authority to tax foreign inves-
tors at the same rates as states under U.S.
tax treaties with foreign countries since Guam
cannot change the withholding tax rate on its
own under current law. Under U.S. tax trea-
ties, it is a common feature for countries to
negotiate lower withholding rates on invest-
ment returns. Unfortunately, while there are
different definitions for the term ‘‘United
States’’ under these treaties, Guam is not in-
cluded. Such an omission has adversely im-
pacted Guam since 75 percent of Guam’s
commercial development is funded by foreign
investors. As an example, with Japan, the
U.S. rate for foreign investors is 10 percent.
That means while Japanese investors are
taxed at a 10 percent withholding tax rate on
their investments in the fifty states, those
same investors are taxed at a 30 percent with-
holding rate on Guam.

While the long term solution is for U.S. ne-
gotiators to include Guam in the definition of
the term ‘‘United States’’ for all future tax trea-
ties, the immediate solution is to amend the
Organic Act of Guam and authorize the Gov-
ernment of Guam to tax foreign investors at
the same rate as the fifty states. Other terri-
tories under U.S. jurisdiction have already
remedied this problem through delinkage, their
unique covenant agreements with the federal
government, or through federal statute. Guam,
therefore, is the only state or territory in the
United States which is unable to take advan-
tage of this tax benefit.

At the end of the day, should the President
and Congress agree on tax legislation or legis-
lation on the President’s New Market’s Initia-
tive, It would be a shame that Guam is not
provided any economic relief as well. I believe
that U.S. policymakers have an obligation to
help all Americans, wherever they reside, in-
cluding the U.S. territories.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I am also disappointed
that the conference report for H.R. 2614 fails
to include a legislative proposal that address-
es the Medicaid needs of the U.S. territories.

H.R. 5126, which was introduced by Con-
gresswoman DONNA CHRISTENSEN and co-
sponsored by all of the territorial Delegates,
including myself, to provide Medicaid relief to
the territories by removing the Medicaid caps
imposed on the territories and adjusting the
Federal matching rate, is supported by the
Congressional Asian Pacific American, Black,
and Hispanic Caucuses.

As part of the 1997 Balanced Budget Act
negotiations, the Administration proposed a
phase out of the caps. While Congress appro-
priated the initial increase of 20 percent for FY
1997, no other increases were appropriated in
the following years. As Congress and the Ad-
ministration revisit the Balanced Budget Act
plan in this give back proposal, we request
that the issue of increasing the Medicaid caps
for the territories be revisited.

The U.S. territories have the highest unem-
ployment rates, the highest poverty levels and
the lowest per capita incomes in our nation.
The territories have not enjoyed the same
level of economic growth as the rest of the
Nation and their ability to meet the Medicaid
needs of their residents is constrained by their
economic circumstances. Faced with de-
pressed economic conditions and rising health
needs of growing indigent populations, the reli-
ance on Medicaid assistance has grown be-
yond the federal caps and beyond the terri-
torial governments abilities to match the funds.
Lifting the cap or even following up on the FY
1997 commitment to raise the Medicaid caps
for the territories by 20 percent each year until
all achieve parity with the rest of the nation is
vital to insuring that all American citizens and
children who depend on Medicaid support are
not limited by geography when it comes to
meeting basic healthcare needs.

I urge my colleagues to remember the U.S.
territories in any tax-related legislation, particu-
larly as it affects distressed communities, and
request that my colleagues oppose the con-
ference report for H.R. 2614.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA) substantially
cut payments to health care providers in order
to reduce total Medicare spending. I voted
against the Balanced Budget Act because the
cuts were too severe and have threatened
health care delivery to the Medicare popu-
lation. It is no surprise to me that the bill be-
fore us today, H.R. 2614, seeks to undo por-
tions of the BBA. However, I am extremely
disappointed with the unfair provision of this
bill; it doesn’t provide adequate help to the
neediest parts of our health care system.

Hospitals absorbed the largest funding re-
ductions under the BBA, Oregon hospitals
alone are expecting a $33.6 million loss in fis-
cal year 2002. However, hospitals only receive
a fraction of the ‘‘give back’’ provided by H.R.
2614. Over 41 percent of the spending in this
bill goes to Medicare HMOs, affecting only the
16 percent of the Medicare population covered
by managed care plans. I will not support a bill
that does not provide sufficient relief to our
hospitals, home health care agencies, nursing
homes, and hospices.

Hospital payments aside, the increased
funding to Medicare HMOs does not ensure
improved healthcare for Medicare HMO cus-
tomers, nor does it address the flawed Medi-
care managed care reimbursement rate struc-
ture that unfairly punishes cost effective states
like Oregon. Managed care plans in my district
have recently doubled the monthly co-payment

from $35 to $69.50 with no corresponding in-
crease in benefits. At the same time, seniors
in states with higher than average reimburse-
ment rates like California, New York, and Ari-
zona have no out-of-pocket costs for health
care and often receive dental and vision cov-
erage and a prescription drug benefit. It is un-
fair to increase payments to Medicare HMOs
without focusing relief on those customers that
are forced to pay the highest rates and re-
ceive the fewest benefits.

A major concern is a provision that would
criminalize decisions doctors make on pain
management for the most seriously ill and
overturn Oregon’s Death with Dignity Act. Or-
egonians have twice voted to support the as-
sisted suicide law. H.R. 2614 not only is an at-
tack on the Democratic process, but also
threatens to pain management. There is evi-
dence that doctors are increasingly hesitant to
prescribe pain medications to terminally ill pa-
tients for fear of being accused of unlawfully
assisting a suicide. The on-going attempts by
Congress to criminalize the doctor-patient rela-
tionship are a threat to pain management in all
fifty states.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to this misguided legislation. This bill con-
tains a number of positive provisions, but it
also contains a number of provisions that
would hinder what I believe should be our
long-term goals—ensuring that all of our citi-
zens have access to affordable, high quality
health care.

I support a number of provisions in this bill.
I introduced legislation last year that would
have made the current tax provision allowing
the expensing of brownfield clean-up costs
permanent, and I introduced legislation with
Congressman JERRY WELLER that would have
eliminated the existing language which limits
the brownfields expensing provision to certain
targeted areas. I am pleased that language
expanding the definition of qualified sites and
extending the expiration date of this provision
through 2003 was included among the com-
munity revitalization provisions contained in
this bill.

I am a cosponsor of the Rangel-Johnson
legislation that would establish a tax credit for
qualified school modernization bonds, so I am
concerned that H.R. 2614 does not contain
this bipartisan language to promote school
construction, renovation and repair. Moreover,
I am concerned that the bill does not provide
adequate protection for the construction work-
ers who would be employed on the school
projects that this legislation would finance.

The Medicare and health-related provisions
of this legislation also cause me great con-
cern. I believe that the Members of the House
are nearly unanimous in supporting additional
funding for Medicare. I strongly support such
an increase myself. I am concerned, however,
that this $27 billion package contains too large
an increase in funding for Medicare HMOs
and not enough an increase in Medicare ben-
efits for seniors and reimbursement for hos-
pitals, home health care services, and other
health care providers. Consequently, I must
oppose H.R. 2614.

Finally, I have serious concerns about some
of the health-related tax provisions contained
in this bill. The bill would allow individuals who
do not participate in employer-provided health
plans to take above-the-line deductions for the
cost of their insurance premiums. I have two
concerns about this approach. At best, it is an
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expensive and inefficient way of ensuring that
all Americans have access to affordable health
insurance. It does little to help the uninsured.
But of perhaps even greater concern is the
possibility that this provision would undermine
our existing system of employer-based health
insurance.

For these reasons, I must oppose this legis-
lation, and I will support the President should
he veto this bill. It is my hope that Congress
will be able to craft better legislation address-
ing Medicare and tax cuts before it adjourns
for the year.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose H.R. 2614. This bill includes both the
balanced budget act giveback plan as well as
the Republican’s tax cut proposal. Both of
these provisions were negotiated behind
closed doors and without consulting either
Democrats or the Administration.

While there are many problems with this
legislation, I am extremely disappointed that it
does not include the Commerce Committee-
approved provision giving States the option to
provide basic health care coverage to legal
permanent resident children and pregnant
women.

The 1996 Balanced Budget Act mandated
that lawfully present children and pregnant
women who arrived in the U.S. after 1996
must wait five years before they can apply for
basic health care. As a result, this vulnerable
population cannot obtain proper health treat-
ment such as preventive and prenatal care.

Making health care available to this group,
through Medicaid and the State children’s
health insurance program, is simply good pub-
lic policy. It would provide critically-needed
health services to 144,000 children and
33,000 pregnant women per year—children
and mothers who have followed the rules, paid
taxes, and are in this country legally.

We cannot let these children and mothers
down by excluding this critical, bipartisan
measure.

Unfortunately, the Republican-negotiated
package does just that.

As Chair of the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus and as a Member who represents a
large Hispanic community, my top priority is to
advocate for the fair treatment of all hard-
working, tax-paying families, including legal
immigrants. Denying health care coverage to
legal immigrants is not fair treatment.

For this and other reasons, I cannot support
this legislation.

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 2614
and work to craft a true bipartisan package
that includes the restoration of health care for
legal immigrant children and pregnant women.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, the bill before
us is an example of a fatally flawed partisan
process that strips out important provisions
that are important to a list of bipartisan sup-
porters.

First and foremost, almost 50 percent of
funding in this bill before us goes to HMO’s in
the Medicare program—over $34 billion over
the next 10 years. Let me repeat: . . . $34 bil-
lion to Medicare HMO’s that serve just 16 per-
cent of the Medicare beneficiaries.

And why? Under current law, according to
the General Accounting Office, ‘‘Medicare’s
overly generous payment rates [to HMOs] well
exceed what Medicare would have paid had
these individuals remained in the traditional
fee-for-service program.’’ Incredibly, in the
name of moving to what some claim is a more

efficient model of care, we could completely
repeal Medicare+Choice and save taxpayers
money, reduce premiums for Medicare bene-
ficiaries, and extend the life of the Medicare
trust fund.

There is a fundamental problem with the
Medicare+Choice program, and it goes well
beyond the argument that we need to address
pull-outs of managed care plans. Instead, we
need a fundamental re-consideration of how
this program operates. Instead, this Repub-
lican bill is throwing yet another $34 billion into
the program.

What are we getting for this $34 billion?
There is no guarantee that plans will not drop
out of communities or Medicare altogether.
There is no guarantee that they will put new
money toward maintaining benefits rather than
shoring up their bottom lines. Where is the ac-
countability for $34 billion?

Time and time again in the Congress, you
have to question which party is truly about fis-
cal responsibility. This partisan Republican
drafted bill certainly does not reflect such re-
sponsibility.

To pay HMOs all of this money with no ac-
countability,what was dropped or lost?

Dramatically cut by 72 percent was the
Medicaid disproportionate share hospital
(DSH) program from the levels passed in a bi-
partisan mark-up in the House Commerce
Committee. That bipartisan legislation, intro-
duced by Chairman BLILEY and Ranking Mem-
ber DINGELL, incorporated provisions from leg-
islation introduced by Representatives
WHITFIELD, BILBRAY, and myself. That legisla-
tion corrected a $10.4 billion cut to the Med-
icaid DSH program over five years. It prevents
further cuts to the Medicaid DSH program in
FY 2001 and well into the future.

In sharp contrast, the partisan Republican
bill before us only protects the program in FY
2001 and FY 2002 and that dramatically cuts
funding to states and our nation’s safety net
hospitals in FY 2003. The effect is a 72 per-
cent cut from what was included in bipartisan
Commerce Committee package.

In the State of California, hospitals will lose
$143 million in federal Medicaid DSH funding
in FY 2003. This legislation imposes a horrible
cliff effect on hospitals and a fix that would re-
quire $4 billion over 5 years. Don’t put off this
issue on the 107th Congress. Address it
today.

What other provisions were dropped or left
out in order to give Medicare HMO’s the bulk
of the money?

Dropped were bipartisan proposals to pro-
vide health coverage options to legal immi-
grant children and pregnant women, which
was included in my bill, the Improved Maternal
and Children’s Health Coverage Act.

Dropped was another provision from that
bill to improve enrollment for uninsured chil-
dren in schools and other sites.

Not included were provisions to extend
coverage to pregnant women through CHIP—
resulting in bizarre public policy that provides
prenatal care just to teenagers that get preg-
nant prior to age 18 but cuts them off once
them become adults. If you are concerned
about infant mortality, mother-to-child HIV
transmission and a number of other maternal
and child health issues, this is something that
we should pass this year.

Dropped was the Family Opportunity Act,
which would have improved work incentives
for parents of children with disabilities who
cannot access private health insurance.

Dropped was a provision to extent the
transitional health coverage for people leaving
welfare for work.

Dropped was provision to extend Medicare
coverage for people with Lou Gehrig’s dis-
ease, whose life expectancy following diag-
nosis is often shorter than the waiting period.

Not included was a $3,000 tax credit for
people with long-term care needs or their fam-
ily caregivers.

Not included were provisions to provide
Medicare and Medicaid smoking cessation
counseling to help out nation’s elderly and
low-income populations stop smoking and ex-
tend their lives.

Not included was anything to address the
need for a Medicare prescription drug benefit.

What’s more, this bill omits common sense
language that was included in the Commerce
Committee’s mark to improve Medicare cov-
erage of diabetes outpatient self-management
training authorized in the 1997 BBA. This sim-
ple technical fix would allow the Health Care
Financing Administration to recognize state di-
abetes education programs already estab-
lished by nearly a dozen states so that they
may continue to provide that service for bene-
ficiaries.

As it is written currently, the 1997 BBA pro-
vision forces HCFA to slash the number of di-
abetes education programs eligible for Medi-
care by setting unreasonable credentialing
standards, which do not recognize the state
programs. HCFA estimates that only 750 pro-
grams would meet the new standards next
year. Hundreds of programs currently in oper-
ation would be forced to stop serving Medi-
care patients. This is not the expansion of
service that was envisioned in 1997. The tech-
nical fix makes sense; it is a low-cost, bi-par-
tisan provision, yet it has vanished as a cas-
ualty of partisan wrangling and Medicare
beneficiaries with diabetes will be the victims.

In addition, there are a growing number of
reports across this nation about how states
have failed to spend their CHIP allotments due
to poor outreach and enrollment and state bu-
reaucratic barriers. In a number of GAO re-
ports during the past three years, a number of
these bureaucratic barriers have been identi-
fied and highlighted.

We now have three years of experience
with this program and a number of reports that
all point to the bureaucratic barriers that pre-
vent children from gaining access to coverage,
including unnecessarily lengthy and complex
application forms and enrollment processes.

For these reasons, I firmly believe we
should consider comprehensive legislation in
this area this year to address the problems we
all know to be true with the CHIP program.
Rather than enact the $1.9 billion reduction in
CHIP that the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee originally proposed or to reallocate
money among the states, we should fix the
problems. While I understand that some may
not want to address this issue out of concern
that it highlights particularly terrible enrollment
in Texas, it is the 10 million uninsured children
in this country that are left suffering.

And finally, I would also like to highlight an
additional concern with the impact that BBA
may have on Medicare beneficiaries with re-
gard to their access to vital ambulance serv-
ices. The BBA required HCFA to place ambu-
lance service providers on a Medicare fee
schedule through a negotiated rulemaking
process. The problem was the BBA required



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11258 October 26, 2000
the process to be conducted in a budget neu-
tral fashion, so HCFA was precluded from ad-
dressing the actual costs of such services in
creating the new few schedule.

Unfortunately, a recent study by Project
Hope, an esteemed health care think tank, in-
dicates that ambulance services providers
may face a profound shortfall in Medicare pay-
ments. It is essential that these providers are
fairly reimbursed so that Medicare bene-
ficiaries, and all Americans, are guaranteed
that the 911 system is protected and there
when needed.

Certainly, there are a number of provisions
in this legislation that I strongly support, in-
cluding:

Language from may bill, the Medicaid Safe-
ty Net Hospital Preservation Act, which pre-
vents further pending Medicaid dispropor-
tionate share hospital (DSH) cuts to states
and our nation’s safety net hospitals.

Language to help our nation’s community
health centers receive adequate payments
through the Medicaid program.

Language to address hospital Medicare bad
debt payments, which comes from legislation I
introduced with Representative GREENWOOD.

Language to fund diabetes research at lev-
els of $70 million in fiscal years 2001 and
2002 and $100 million in fiscal year 2003.

Those provisions and others in the bill re-
lated to hospitals, nursing homes, home health
agencies, others are fantastic and should be
supported. However, they all come from lan-
guage passed in the bipartisan Commerce
Committee mark-up on September 27, 2000.
Unfortunately, we can do much better. Our na-
tion’s elderly and low-income citizens deserve
it.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises today to express his support for the con-
ference report for H.R. 2614 which includes
tax relief, restoration of Medicare funding, and
an increase in the minimum wage.

This Member would like to emphasize the
following reasons, among many others, for
supporting this legislation.

First, this legislation addresses retirement
savings by allowing workers to save more. In
particular, it increases the current individual
retirement account contribution limit from
$2,000 to $5,000 phased in over three years.
In addition, it increases the contribution limit
on employer-sponsored 401(k) plans from
$10,500 to $15,000.

Second, the conference report for H.R. 2614
would assist taxpayers with the costs of health
care. In particular, it would do the following:
provide a deduction for long-term care pre-
miums if the taxpayer pays more than 50 per-
cent of the premiums; and provide a 100 per-
cent deduction for health insurance for self-
employed individuals to become effective in
2001 (under current law, it reaches full deduct-
ibility in 2003).

Third, the conference report for H.R. 2614
will provide small business tax relief. In par-
ticular, this legislation increases the phased-in
business meal expense deduction. Further-
more, it repeals current law which prohibits a
business owner from spreading the capital
gains tax payment over the life of the install-
ment note. This Member has been contacted
by numerous small business owners who sup-
port this repeal since they desire to sell their
business over a period of years and yet still
remain involved in the business.

Fourth, the conference report for H.R. 2614
provides essential tax assistance for afford-

able housing. In fact, it increases the highly
successful Federal low income housing tax
credit from $1.25 per capita to $1.75 per cap-
ita by 2002. This tax credit provides an essen-
tial incentive to developers to construct afford-
able housing. In addition, this legislation in-
creases the private activity bond cap from the
current $50 per capita to $75 per capita and
it increases the small state bond cap limit from
$150 million to $225 million by 2002. The pri-
vate activity bond cap in Nebraska provides
tax exempt financing for, among other things,
single and multifamily housing.

Fifth, this measure maintains the current tax
treatment of foreign sales corporation (FSC)
beneficiaries in a manner that the United
States believes to be World Trade Organiza-
tion compliant. If this provision had not have
been included by November 1, 2000, it would
have been especially damaging to U.S. farm-
ers and ranchers.

Sixth, this Member strongly supports the
Medicare Balanced Budget Act provisions of
this legislation. Communities within the state
of Nebraska greatly rely upon its rural health
system. The viability of the town often re-
volves around the hospital and access to
health care. Increased funding for rural dis-
proportionate share hospitals (DSH), the ex-
tension of the Medicare Dependent Hospital
(MDH) program in rural areas, and increased
access to telehealth medicine will help assure
the continued viability of rural health facilities.
Nebraska also has the greatest number of crit-
ical access hospitals (CAH) in the country and
some specific provisions will also benefit these
hospitals. These provisions include the reduc-
tion of out-of-pocket costs for beneficiaries re-
ceiving clinical lab tests and the expansion of
access to ambulance services in CAH.

Lastly, this legislation increases the min-
imum wage from $5.15 to $6.15 over two
years. A relatively small number of Nebras-
kans now work for less than $6.15 an hour as
it is, but they are often teenagers or employ-
ees of very small businesses. This Member
believes that an increase in the minimum
wage can at least be partially justified by the
relatively minor decline in purchasing power of
the minimum-wage dollars since the rate was
last increased in 1997. Of course, this Mem-
ber would have preferred that the increase be
spaced over three years, rather than two (and
this Member unsuccessfully voted to do so on
March 9, 2000), as this would have more
closely matched the impact of inflation on the
value of the minimum wage. Moreover, this
Member believes the aforementioned tax relief
measure will help at least a large number of
small businesses off-set increased costs due
to the increased minimum wage.

Therefore, for these reasons, and many oth-
ers, this Member urges his colleagues to sup-
port the conference report for H.R. 2614.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 2614, which includes the so-called
Medicare givebacks legislation.

There are some good things in this bill. It in-
cludes an increase in the minimum wage over
two years. It contains several incentives for
Americans to save for their retirement. And it
expands economic development assistance to
underserved communities.

But for as much as I support these provi-
sions, I cannot support this bill. As so many of
us know, the reductions in Medicare payments
mandated by the Balanced Budget Act in 1997
hit our hospitals very hard. and frankly, the

BBA relief measure that Congress passed last
year was just not enough.

Our hospitals nationwide are hemorrhaging
from the impact of Medicare cuts. They need
help to recover from these losses and cope
with our rapidly changing health care system.
Even with significant cuts in personnel, many
hospitals are experiencing major deficits. And
the plight of teaching and high-need hospitals
is especially grim.

That’s why I introduced H.R. 3580, the Hos-
pital Preservation and Equity Act, which would
provide hospitals an adequate adjustment for
the cost of caring and would restore the infla-
tionary update for hospitals for the last two
years of the BBA. I am not the only one who
thinks this is critical—321 of my colleagues
have cosponsored this legislation. These co-
sponsors, our colleagues, come from every
corner of this country, urban, rural, and subur-
ban. They are Republicans and Democrats,
but they agree—our hospitals need these in-
flationary payments in full, In fact, MedPac—
the Congress’s advisor on Medicare payment
policy—has called for inflationary payment
above the full level authorized now.

But despite the overwhelming support for
H.R. 3580, the Medicare givebacks language
in this bill does not provide the needed two
years of relief. And this bill shortchanges our
hospitals in other ways as well. Instead of
keeping the Indirect Medical Education adjust-
ment at 6.5 percent for at least two years, this
bill enacts further cuts in 2001, 2002, and
2003.

Our hospitals are our lifeblood, and they
need our help. Sadly, this bill fails to provide
adequate relief to these ailing facilities. We
can and we must do more. I urge my col-
leagues to do the right thing and provide
meaningful relief to our hospitals.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I
regret that I have to speak out against this tax
bill. That regret comes from the fact that it has
been put together in a very clever manner. For
me, it cloaks a number of very good provi-
sions of secondary importance, with some
more important items that are simply bad pol-
icy. I have generally found that when you are
weighing all the items in a tax bill, you have
to be particularly sensitive to bad policy be-
cause once a provision gets into the tax code,
you can rarely get it out. On the other hand,
the good items will resurface again in the next
bill, either during the next few days or next
year.

I like very much the 100 percent deduction
for the self-employed, a large number of the
pension provisions, the housing provisions es-
pecially the immediate increase in the low in-
come housing tax credit and the private activ-
ity bond cap for first time buyers, and the in-
surance provisions, among many other provi-
sions. Repeal of section 809 and section 815
are examples of the type of clean-up of the
tax code that we need to do more of, and I
congratulate the majority party for including
these items.

Nevertheless, there is bad policy contained
in a number of items of the bill that will have
an adverse impact on average Americans. If a
reasonable test of a provision is that it does
something good, as opposed to simply doing
something, then some key provision of this bill
fail.

For example, the health deduction provides
an incentive for healthy individuals to drop
group health insurance. This drives up the
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cost of the group pool for everyone else, and
thereby drives up the total cost of the system,
while providing a minimum increase in cov-
erage.

Relaxing the arbitrage rules on school con-
struction bonds provides an incentive for local
governments to delay the construction of new
classrooms for two additional years—not a
good provision when you are enacting a
school modernization program.

And the many good, solid provisions of the
pension bill are negated by a few provisions
that provide an incentive to reduce pension
coverage. If the retirement savings credit and
the small business credits were included, at
least there would be countervailing pressures
to expand coverage for moderate income
workers. But those incentives, while accepted
by Senate Republicans, were rejected out of
hand by House Republicans.

So now we have to decide which way to go,
yes or no. It would not be too hard to have
crafted this bill to get a yes, but unfortunately
there is enough bad policy in this bill to re-
quire a ‘‘no’’ vote. Perhaps this will produce a
situation where the leadership on the other
side of the aisle rethinks its decisions, and
brings out an acceptable bill. I hope this is the
case.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 2000. I
am supporting this legislation because I be-
lieve that we must address several issues, in-
cluding providing more funding for Medicare
and Medicaid reimbursements to health care
providers, helping more Americans to save for
their retirement, increasing federal funding to
rebuild our nation’s schools, and investing in
community revitalization efforts. Although I am
disappointed that this legislation excludes cer-
tain tax and health provisions, I believe on bal-
ance that we must move forward on this effort.
At this late date in the 106th Congress, I am
concerned that this imperfect legislation will be
the only opportunity to provide these vital tax
and health benefits.

I am particularly pleased that this legislation
includes provisions to provide higher Medicare
reimbursement for our nation’s teaching hos-
pitals. As the representative for the Texas
Medical Center, the nation’s largest medical
center, providing this relief to teaching hos-
pitals is critically important. Today, many of
these teaching hospitals are facing financial
difficulties because they are receiving lower
reimbursements from managed care health
plans, lower Medicare reimbursements due in
part to the Balanced Budget Act of 1997,
treating a larger number of uninsured patients,
and insufficient support for their biomedical re-
search which provides the cutting-edge treat-
ments that patients need.

This bill provides necessary higher reim-
bursements to hospitals. This measure pro-
vides a full Market Basket Index (MBI) update
for the Prospective Payment System (PPS) re-
imbursement paid to hospitals beginning on
April 1, 2001. It also provides an update of
MBI minus .55 percent for Fiscal Year 2002
and Fiscal Year 2003. Both of these provi-
sions are improvements over current law. This
bill also includes a provision to increase Indi-
rect Medicare Education (IME) payments to
teaching hospitals to an average of 6.5 per-
cent for Fiscal Year 2001 and 6.375 percent in
Fiscal year 2002 and 5.5 percent in Fiscal
Year 2003 and subsequent years. These IME
payments help teaching hospitals to pay for

the indirect costs of training our nation’s physi-
cians. This bill also includes a provision to
provide higher reimbursements for a hospital’s
resident amount to 85 percent of the national
average. Under current law, all hospitals are
eligible for at least 70 percent of the national
average. This provision will help those hos-
pitals, such as those as the Texas Medical
Center, who have historically received lower
per residency amount. This provision builds
upon legislation which I have cosponsored
(H.R. 1224) that would provide a full 100 per-
cent per residency amount for all hospitals.

This comprehensive package also includes
improvements in the Medicaid and the State
Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP)
program. Although I am disappointed that the
conference report eliminates an earlier provi-
sion based upon legislation that I had spon-
sored (H.R. 1298) to expand the presumptive
eligibility program, I am pleased that this Med-
icaid provision would permit the cost of pre-
sumptive eligibility programs to be deducted
from the SCHIP appropriation instead of the
Medicaid appropriation, without a subsequent
offset. Under current law, there is a disincen-
tive to conduct presumptive eligibility programs
because states receive lower Medicaid funding
if they use them. This provision will ensure
that states receive higher SCHIP allocations to
conduct their presumptive eligibility outreach
programs. This legislation also includes higher
Disproportionate Share Hospital (DSH) pay-
ments for those hospitals which treat a dis-
proportionate share of uninsured and under-
served patients. This provision would increase
Medicaid DSH payments equal to their Fiscal
Year 2000 DSH allotment plus a percentage
change equal to the consumer price index for
each year. This increase cannot exceed 12%
of each state’s total medical assistance pay-
ments. In Texas, where more than 25 percent
of our citizens do not have health insurance,
the DSH program is vitally important to these
hospitals which treat these patients. During
the debate on the Balanced Budget Act of
1997, I fought to increase Medicaid DSH pay-
ments. This legislation builds upon this effort
to ensure that our safety net hospitals get the
funding they need to continue to provide qual-
ity health care to all Americans.

This bill also includes provisions that ensure
that the State of Texas can continue to utilize
the State Children’s Health Insurance Program
(SCHIP) allotment for Fiscal Year 1998 and
1999. I am a strong supporter of the SCHIP
program which was created as part of the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 because it will help
many working families to provide health insur-
ance for their children. There are currently 1.4
million uninsured children in Texas who may
benefit from this SCHIP program. Under cur-
rent law, the State of Texas will forfeit up to
$446 million since the SCHIP program in
Texas has only been available in recent
months and therefore many children have not
been signed up yet. This measure would cor-
rect this inequity by ensuring that Texas can
reapply for these funds. Texas would be eligi-
ble to their allotment minus the amounts dis-
tributed to those 10 states which have spent
their allotment multiplied by a ratio of the
state’s unspent funds as compared to the total
amount of unspent funds. These redistributed
funds will be available through Fiscal Year
2002.

This legislation also includes necessary im-
provements to the preventive benefits pro-

vided to Medicare beneficiaries. This measure
provides coverage for biennial pap smears
and pelvic exams for all Medicare bene-
ficiaries, effective July 1, 2001. This means
that all women on Medicare will get the rec-
ommended screenings they need to detect
cancer and get early treatment if necessary. It
would provide annual glaucoma screening for
high-risk individuals and individuals with diabe-
tes. This legislation also includes colorectal
screenings for all Medicare beneficiaries, in-
stead of screenings for only high-risk individ-
uals. Colorectal cancer can be effectively
treated as long as patients learn about their
cancers at early stages. This bill would also
provide higher payments for mammograms
and would encourage the use of new digital
technologies that can detect cancer at earlier
stages. This measure provides medical nutri-
tion therapy for beneficiaries with diabetes and
renal disease. As a cosponsor of legislation to
provide Medicare coverage for medical nutri-
tion therapy, I am pleased that we will extend
this coverage to those Medicare beneficiaries
who will benefit from this nutritional therapy.
With better nutrition, we can help these pa-
tients with chronic diseases to stay healthy
and reduce health care costs.

This measure also provides other benefits
for Medicare beneficiaries. It would reduce the
copayments that Medicare beneficiaries are
required to pay for outpatient procedures.
Under current law, beneficiaries can pay up to
70 percent of hospital’s charge of an out-
patient procedure. This bill would cap the
amount that Medicare beneficiaries are re-
quired to pay to the hospital inpatient deduct-
ible for this year. Currently, this hospital de-
ductible is $776 per year. This bill also lowers
the outpatient copayments to 60 percent of the
hospital’s charge for an outpatient procedure
in January 2001 and dropping 5 percent lower
each year to 40 percent in 2006. This legisla-
tion also includes a provision to eliminate the
current 3-year time limitation for coverage of
immunosuppressive drugs for those bene-
ficiaries who receive an organ transplant. As a
cosponsor of legislation to eliminate this time
limit (H.R. 1115), I am pleased that Congress
has acted to ensure that these lifesaving
drugs are available to organ transplant pa-
tients. Without these immunosuppressive
drugs, there is a danger that these Medicare
patients will reject their donated organs.

This legislation also includes a provision
based upon legislation I sponsored (H.R. 854)
that would require the Commissioner of the
Social Security Administration (SSA) to con-
duct outreach efforts to identify individuals
who may be eligible for the Medicaid payment
of their Medicare premiums, copayments, and
deductibles. This provision requires the SSA
Commissioner to provide a list annually to
each state’s Medicaid agency with the names
and addresses of people who may be eligible
for this program. It is estimated that there are
up to four million low and moderate income
Americans who are eligible for, but not en-
rolled, in the Qualified Medicare Beneficiary
(QMB) and Select Low Income Medicare Ben-
eficiary (SLIMB) programs. This outreach pro-
gram would help to identify these individuals
and encourage them to participate in this cost
sharing assistance program. The Social Secu-
rity Administration (SSA) is a logical choice for
providing this information since they already
have income related information which they
collect from each social security recipient and
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can identify those low and moderate income
individuals who might benefit from this help.

I am also pleased that this legislation in-
cludes necessary pension reforms that will
help more Americans to save for the future.
Mr. Speaker, as one who has consistently ad-
vocated for legislation to foster greater retire-
ment security and, as one of the authors of
H.R. 352, pension legislation that was sub-
sumed into this measure, I support H.R. 2614.
This measure not only enhances retirement
security by increasing the annual contribution
limits for individual Retirement Accounts
(IRAs) and provides ‘‘catch-up’’ provisions for
older workers, but also eases the administra-
tive burdens that keep small employers from
offering pension plans.

Despite the fact that unemployment is at an
all-time low and incomes have risen to histor-
ical highs, we, as a nation, have an abysmally
low savings rate of 3.8 percent of disposable
personal income. Moreover, the percentage of
private sector workers covered by a pension
plan has decreased by 2% from 45% in 1970
to 43% in 1990, which leaves Social Security
as the main source of income for 80 percent
of retirees. With the approaching retirement of
nearly 76 million Baby Boomers, clearly the
three-legged stool of retirement security is in
jeopardy.

In addition to an increase to the annual con-
tribution limit for Individual Retirement Ac-
counts (IRAs) to $5000 by 2003, indexed for
inflation, H.R. 2614, much like the bill I offered
with Mr. BLUNT of Missouri, encourages small
businesses to provide retirement plans for
their employees. Time and again, small em-
ployers tell me that the expensive and com-
plicated procedures to establish a plan keep
them from offering plans. Not surprisingly, only
21 percent of all individuals employed by small
businesses with less than 100 employees par-
ticipate in an employer-sponsored plan, com-
pared to 64 percent of those who work for
businesses with more than 100 employees.

H.R. 2614 would reduce plan costs and
ease administrative burdens by streamlining a
number of onerous pension regulations, low-
ering pension plan insurance premiums, sim-
plifying top heavy rules, simplifying annual re-
port requirements, and eliminating Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) user fees for new
plans. Moreover, H.R. 2614 recognizes Amer-
ican workers will hold several jobs during their
working life by increasing portability for retire-
ment savings and allowing workers to rollover
investment in different pension plans.

H.R. 2614 also promotes retirement savings
by low and middle income by providing for a
temporary non-refundable tax credit equal to
the $2,000 maximum annual contribution for
individual earning $25,000 or less and couples
earning $50,000 or less. It also provides for a
three-year tax credit equal to 50% of the first
$1,000 of expenses associated with the adop-
tion of a qualified pension plan by a small
business. Additionally, I would note that H.R.
2614 also establishes greater notice require-
ments for employers who convert their pen-
sion plan to a cash balance or similar hybrid
plan, eliminating the potential for a partici-
pant’s normal retirement benefit being ‘‘worn-
away’’ by the conversion.

Mr. Speaker, I am also pleased that H.R.
2614 provides for the national minimum wage
to rise by a dollar to $6.15 over two years.
The purchasing power of the minimum wage
today is 21% less than in 1979. Under current

law, a single mother of two, employed full-
time, 40 hours per week for 52 weeks, earns
$10,712, $3,200 below the poverty line. Work
should be a bridge out of poverty but, unfortu-
nately, too many full-time workers still live
below the poverty line. We cannot truly reform
our welfare system until we ensure that work
pays more than welfare.

Another aspect of H.R. 2614 that I support
is the inclusion of provisions from legislation I
voted in favor of in July 2000, the Community
Renewal and New Markets Act of 2000, H.R.
4923. While the economic boom we currently
enjoy has enriched the lives of many commu-
nities, there are still far too many that need re-
investment. In addition to creating nine new
Empowerment Zones, H.R. 2614 provides for
the designation of 40 ‘‘renewal communities’’
that would be eligible for an array of tax bene-
fits including, immediate deductions of up to
$35,000 for equipment purchased by small
businesses, a 15% wage credit for each com-
munity resident a small business employs, ex-
pensing of certain environmental remediation
costs associated with Brownfield cleanups, as
well as Commercial Revitalization Deductions
for taxpayers who rehabilitate or revitalize
buildings located in a renewal community.

Under the New Markets Tax Credit provision
in H.R. 2614, investors in eligible funds would
receive a tax credit worth more than 30% of
the amount invested and would take a 5%
credit for the first three years of investment,
and 6% for the next four years. The New Mar-
kets Tax Credit would be widely available on
a competitive basis to eligible entities serving
low- and moderate-income communities in
census tracts with poverty rates of at least
20% or median family income which does not
exceed 80% of the area income. H.R. 2614
also would establish a new class of venture
capital funds that target a lower rate of return
and provide more hands-on management as-
sistance to their small business portfolio in-
vestments, New Markets Venture Capital
Firms (NMVC). The Community Revitilazation
provisions of H.R. 2614 are targeted and have
the potential to make a very real difference in
communities throughout this nation.

For all of these reasons, I am supporting
this bill. Although I would have preferred to in-
clude more provisions and would have ex-
cluded other provisions, I believe that on the
whole that this comprehensive package of pro-
visions represents what can be achieved
today. I believe that we need to be realistic
that this compromise legislation is likely the
only option available for this year and I urge
my colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2614 contains
some very laudable tax cut measures which I
strongly support. However, the bill also con-
tains some very troubling provisions, provi-
sions which have no place in what ought to be
purely tax relief legislation. As a result, this bill
represents an eleventh-hour political com-
promise which makes politicians feel good but
does more harm than good for the American
people.

Many Members, including myself, have
worked hard to bring some measure of tax re-
lief to American families this year. We worked
to pass meaningful bills which would have
eliminated the marriage penalty and eliminated
the harmful estate tax. We worked to increase
deductions for health care expenses. We
worked to increase the tax-deductible amounts
individuals can contribute to their IRA and

pension plans. We worked for these tax cuts
because we know that American families pay
too much in taxes. Tax relief has been, and
should be, our guiding principle.

Accordingly, I strongly endorse many of the
provisions in this bill. I fully support the in-
creased IRA and pension plan deduction
amounts, which will benefit virtually all Ameri-
cans. Tax-deductible and tax-deferred savings
incentives represent the very best kind of tax
reforms this Congress can make. Not only do
Americans pay less in taxes with an increased
deduction, they also have an increased incen-
tive to accumulate retirement savings.

Another worthwhile portion of this bill ad-
dresses the needs of rural hospitals, which
were unfairly singled out for excessive reduc-
tions in Medicare reimbursements by the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997. While Congress
deserves a share of the blame, most of the
problems experienced by rural health care
providers are the result of flawed implementa-
tion of the Act by the Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA). This administration
has decimated rural health care in order to ar-
tificially prolong the life of the Medicare trust
fund, while avoiding reforms that would give
seniors more control over their health care de-
cisions. The administration should not play po-
litical games with Medicare trust funds at the
expense of rural hospitals. By doing so, it has
violated the promise of quality health care
made to senior taxpayers in rural areas.

Mr. Speaker, I also am pleased that this bill
extends the Medical Savings Accounts (MSA)
program created in 1996. MSAs and generous
health care tax deductions are critical to pre-
serving health care freedom. Federal policies
removing consumer control over health care
dollars inevitably have led to increased deci-
sion making by HMOs and federal bureau-
crats.

We must restore individual control over
health care dollars, and MSAs coupled with
health care tax credits and deductions are an
important step in the right direction. MSAs and
health care tax deductions lower health care
costs without sacrificing quality by motivating
patients to negotiate for the highest quality
care at a reasonable price.

Similarly, today’s small business tax relief
measures are commendable. We place a
huge regulatory and tax burden on our na-
tion’s small employers, many of which find it
difficult simply to comply with the tax laws. I
support any efforts to reduce taxes and regu-
lations on our small entrepreneurial employ-
ers.

Unfortunately, these positive tax relief provi-
sions are outweighed by other measures in to-
day’s mixed bag legislation, measures which
have been agreed to only because many
Members want to claim they have passed a
‘‘tax relief’’ bill before they go home. The ad-
ministration has thwarted many of our tax re-
lief efforts through the veto process, and we
apparently have decided to take whatever tax
measures we can get, regardless of the price.
So now we find ourselves in a position where
we cobble together some less sweeping tax
relief proposals which the administration will
accept, and we put them in a larger bill which
contains some very bad measures favored by
the administration. Before we tout today’s bill,
however, we ought to be honest with our con-
stituents about the real nature of this last-
minute compromise.
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The small business tax relief in this bill is

more than outweighed by the provisions rais-
ing the federally-mandated minimum wage.
While I certainly understand the motivation to
help lower wage workers, the reality is that a
minimum wage hike hurts lower income Amer-
icans the most. When an employer cannot af-
ford to pay a higher wage, the employer has
no choice but to hire less workers. As a result,
young people with fewer skills and less experi-
ence find it harder to obtain an entry-level job.
Raising the minimum wage actually reduces
opportunities and living standards for the very
people the administration claims will benefit
from this legislation! It’s time to stop fooling
ourselves about the basic laws of economics,
and realize that Congress cannot legislate a
higher standard of living. Congress should not
allow itself to believe that the package of small
business tax cuts will fully compensate busi-
nesses and their employees for the damage
inflicted by a minimum wage hike. Congress is
not omnipotent; we cannot pretend to strike a
perfect balance between tax cuts and wage
mandates so that no American businesses or
workers are harmed. It may make my col-
leagues feel good to raise the minimum wage,
but the real life consequences of this bill will
be felt by those who can least afford dimin-
ished job opportunities.

We also make a mistake when we rush to
change our domestic tax laws to comply with
the ruling of an international body. Nobody in
Congress or the administration wants to talk
about it, but this is the first time in the history
of our nation that we have changed our laws
because an international body told us to do
so. We are not considering this legislation be-
cause American citizens or corporations lob-
bied for it. We are considering it solely be-
cause of the demands of the WTO appellate
panel, which agreed with EU complaints about
our corporate income tax laws. We created
the Foreign Sales Corporation rules back in
the 1980s, but now the EU has decided our
law exempting a small portion of foreign
source income from corporate taxes rep-
resents a ‘‘subsidy.’’ We have plenty of federal
subsidies in this country, but the FSC tax
treatment assuredly is not one of them. FSCs
do not receive a subsidy—no tax dollars are
collected from taxpayers and given to FSCs.
The FSC rules simply permit the parent cor-
poration to pay less taxes on its foreign in-
come. Most EU countries don’t tax their cor-
porations on foreign income at all! So the EU
complaint that the FSC represents a subsidy
is ridiculous.

This measure clearly demonstrates how our
membership in the WTO undermines our na-
tional sovereignty. I have warned this body
that the WTO does not promote true free
trade, but rather enforces politically influenced
‘‘managed trade.’’ I warned this body that our
agreement to abide by WTO rulings would
force us to change our domestic laws. I
warned this body that our participation in the
WTO was unconstitutional. Yet Members
scoffed at this idea. Members of the Ways and
Means committee said it was ‘‘unthinkable’’
that the U.S. Congress would change our na-
tion’s laws because of an order by the WTO.
We were told that we had to join or else we
would lose the international ‘‘trade wars.’’
Today we see our sovereignty clearly under-
mined, and at the same time we stand on the
brink of a retaliatory trade war by the EU. So
the WTO has given us the worst of all worlds.

We should not change our tax laws at the
behest of any body other than the U.S. Con-
gress. If we want to help American busi-
nesses, we should simply stop taxing foreign
source income. Today’s FSC measure will not
appease the EU; they already have indicated
that the House version of this bill is unsatisfac-
tory to them. Worst of all, this measure gives
the President further unconstitutional executive
order powers to make changes when de-
manded by the WTO in the future. Never mind
that the legislative power is supposed to re-
side solely with Congress. We simply cede our
legislative authority to the WTO when we pass
this measure, and it’s shameful that it likely
will go unnoticed by the American people. We
ought to tell them exactly what we are doing
to national sovereignty when we pass this last-
minute mixed bag of tax measures.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend the
leadership for bringing this conference report
to the floor. This conference report includes
many important provisions to spur individual
retirement savings.

Most importantly, the report includes lan-
guage that increases the IRA contribution limit,
a proposal I have worked on for several years.
The popularity of this issue is evidenced by
the more than 222 bipartisan members who
cosponsored my IRA legislation.

For years, millions of Americans have relied
on Individual Retirement Accounts to help
save for a secure retirement. However, de-
spite their past success, IRAs are in danger of
becoming obsolete because inflation is de-
stroying much of their value. Since 1981 the
limit on IRAs has been frozen. Had it simply
kept pace with inflation, Americans would now
be able to contribute $5,068 instead of only
$2,000.

If IRAs are to continue to be a real help for
people as they plan for their retirement years,
it is past time for the federal government to
allow higher contributions.

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in reluctant opposition to this bill. I am
a staunch supporter of numerous provisions in
this legislation, and have a solid voting record
in support of many of these provisions in past
measures. However, because language was
tucked into this bill at the last minute that
would overturn Oregon’s assisted suicide law,
I have no choice but to vote against it.

I gave people my word that I would not
come back to Congress and vote to overturn
what they have twice voted for. And as much
as I strongly support the tax relief and health
care language in this legislation, I cannot
swallow the poison pill provision that would
overturn Oregon’s law. Where I come from, a
person’s word still means something and I in-
tend to keep mine.

This legislation contains solid small busi-
ness tax reductions, pension reform, and help
for rural communities for health care improve-
ments. I enthusiastically support these items
and was fully prepared to vote for them. As a
small business owner, and having served five
years on a community hospital board, I under-
stand the problems facing our communities
and believe these provisions would be of great
benefit to them. But to vote for them would
mean I would also vote in a way that was
against what I had promised. That’s something
I just cannot and will not do.

The provision to overturn Oregon’s law only
came to light shortly before the House began
debating this bill. It was a complete and un-

welcome surprise. And it has no business
being tacked onto an otherwise sound piece of
tax reform and Medicare enhancement legisla-
tion.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I strongly oppose
HR 2614, the bill being considered on the
House floor today with the innocuous title of
‘‘the Certified Development Company Program
Improvements.’’ Those provisions are far sur-
passed by major controversial tax, Medicare
and Medicaid proposals that have been added
to it by the Republican leadership without any
consultation with our side of the aisle or the
Administration.

This bill is a stellar example of what goes
wrong when the legislative process is dis-
carded and replaced with closed-door negotia-
tions among a few select members of the ma-
jority party. And, it clearly spotlights the
wrongheaded priorities of the Republican
party.

On both the health front and the tax front,
the bill before us today is a disgrace. The pro-
visions of this legislation squander real oppor-
tunities to provide assistance to the families in
our country who need the most help and in-
stead lavish funds on those who need it least.
It also provides gifts to industries that have
thwarted our efforts to pass a Patient’s Bill of
Rights, a Medicare prescription drug benefit,
and would prefer not to see an increase in the
minimum wage.

On the Medicare front, nearly 40% of the
spending is directed to the HMO industry
when only 16% of Medicare beneficiaries are
even enrolled in Medicare HMOs. HMOs will
get $11 billion in new funds over 5 years and
more than $34 billion over 10 years. Yet, there
are no real accountability provisions that re-
quire these HMOs to commit to serve bene-
ficiaries for a longer period of time or to main-
tain a specific level of benefits in exchange for
these significant new dollars. That is wrong.

On top of lacking real accountability, sub-
sidies of this level to HMOs simply defy the
facts. The non-partisan General Accounting
Office has shown time and time again that
Medicare HMOs are overpaid for the patients
they enroll. The latest data shows that Medi-
care spent $5.2 billion in 1998 that would not
have been spent if those beneficiaries had
been enrolled in fee for service Medicare rath-
er than the Medicare+Choice program. And
this is for a program that was created in 1997
under the guise that it would save money and
be the long-term solution to Medicare’s sol-
vency problems.

The Administration and many of us in Con-
gress had urged that these HMO subsidies be
lowered, but that request fell on deaf ears.
That shouldn’t surprise any of us since the
HMO industry is financially backing the Re-
publican health care agenda through a media
campaign directed at issues and candidates.
The efforts of this industry alone were the
most significant factor that halted Congress
from enacting a real, enforceable Patients’ Bill
of Rights this year.

However, even worse than the largess of
the rewards to HMOs is the first that those
dollars squeeze out needed funds to other
segments of Medicare—particularly bene-
ficiaries.

The most important improvement we could
make for beneficiaries in Medicare would be
the addition of a Medicare prescription drug
benefit. The fact is this will be our only Medi-
care legislation this year. This bill was our last
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opportunity to deliver a Medicare prescription
drug benefit for seniors this year. Instead,
there is nothing in here that helps the millions
of Medicare beneficiaries without drug cov-
erage.

Earlier versions of this legislation reported
by the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee
and the Commerce Committee included nu-
merous beneficiary provisions that would have
made tangible improvements in Medicare ben-
efits for real people. Provisions that Repub-
licans have dropped during their closed door
negotiation include:

Medicare coverage for victims of ALS, (Lou
Gehrig’s disease)—a bill sponsored by 282
members of the House,

Improvements in Medicaid coverage of legal
immigrants,

Allowing low-income Medicare beneficiaries
the dignity of being able to apply for financial
assistance at Social Security Offices rather
than welfare offices, and

Providing states with greater flexibility to
more easily enroll children in the CHIP pro-
gram.

In addition, there are numerous improve-
ments for traditional Medicare providers that
we have tried to get considered, but to no
avail. Instead of funding HMOs, this legislation
could have:

Given greater relief to our nation’s hospitals,
home health agencies, and other traditional
Medicare providers,

Required nursing homes to implement pro-
grams to improve quality for our frail seniors
who reside in these homes,

Done more to assist hospice programs
serve the needs of terminally ill beneficiaries.

There are also egregious provisions in-
cluded in this legislation for particular special
interests. For example, the bill delays the
Health Care Financing Administration’s ability
to pay more accurately for the few prescription
drugs it now covers—a gift of at least $50 mil-
lion to a drug industry that has been lying to
the taxpayers about their true cost of sales.
These are windfalls to the pharmaceutical in-
dustry pure and simple—and they come at the
expense of patients.

Several of the tax provisions included in this
end-of-the-year monster of a bill include provi-
sions that claim to provide access to health
care for uninsured people in this country.
Don’t be fooled by the rhetoric. These tax pro-
visions are nothing more than thinly-veiled at-
tempts to further tax policies that benefit upper
income Americans and do nothing for those in
middle and lower incomes.

The above the line tax deduction for people
who purchase their own health insurance cer-
tainly sounds like it would expand coverage.
But, because 93% of those without health in-
surance fall into the zero percent tax bracket
or 15% tax bracket, this tax change does
nothing to help them afford a health insurance
policy. Those in the zero tax bracket get noth-
ing from the change and those in the 15%
bracket get only 15 cents on the dollar—not
nearly enough to make a $6000 family health
insurance policy suddenly affordable. In fact,
94% of this expensive program’s cost goes to
benefit people who already have health insur-
ance. It barely expands ‘‘access’’ at all and it
spends tens of billions of dollars not accom-
plishing its stated goal.

Our nation faces an upcoming crisis on long
term care costs. The tax changes proposed in
this legislation do nothing to alter that fact.

Long term care health insurance continues
to be of questionable benefit at best. And, it is
a product that only those with significant finan-
cial means can afford to purchase. So, like the
tax deduction criticized above, this deduction
will go mainly to people who could have af-
forded to purchase long-term care insurance
with or without the tax benefit.

It is nice that the Republicans are finally
recognizing the very real problems facing
caregivers for chronically ill family members at
home. Unfortunately, they have once again
chosen to deal with a very real problem for
millions of American families and couples—
many of them lower income—by providing a
tax deduction. Of course, tax deductions pro-
vide the least help to those who pay the least
taxes—the very people who need financial as-
sistance the most. By refusing to provide a tax
credit for caregivers—as the Administration
and Democrats have urged—the Republicans
have greatly reduced the value of this policy
change for everyone outside of the upper in-
come tax brackets.

The many additional tax provisions in this
bill are designed to help the CEO’s who run
the big companies—not the rank file Ameri-
cans who work for the big companies.

The school construction tax package falls
$15 billion short of the necessary funding to
see that our deteriorating schools are modern-
ized and well-equipped so that our children
can learn in a safe environment. The average
American public school is over forty years and
old and falling apart. Seventy-five percent of
U.S. public schools report that they need fund-
ing in order to bring the building into good
overall condition. The GOP doesn’t see school
construction as a dire need since they would
prefer to see the public school system disman-
tled. The school construction funding level in
this bill is unacceptable.

In addition to ignoring the needs of our chil-
dren, the Republican leadership has chosen to
ignore the needs of the working men and
women who will help to construct and mod-
ernize our schools. The Davis-Bacon Act has
applied to contracts for public construction ‘‘to
which the United States or the District of Co-
lumbia is a party’’ since 1931. The House
Democrats insisted on providing prevailing
wage protections in any school construction
tax package that came to the House floor. In
fact, we have already introduced a bipartisan
school construction bill that includes the pre-
vailing wage provisions, cosponsored by 228
House members—Democrats and Repub-
licans. Once again, the GOP demonstrates
that they care nothing about working Ameri-
cans when they eliminated the prevailing wage
protections for school construction.

I was one of 25 members of the House of
Representatives to vote against the pension
tax bill the first time it was voted on. Not only
did the bill completely neglect to provide any
tax incentives to help lower-paid workers save
for their retirement, but it actually eliminated
non-discrimination rules designed to protect
the rank and file worker. In hopes that the
Senate would correct these egregious provi-
sions, many of my colleagues voted for the bill
anyway. The Senate Committee on Finance
adopted provisions that would further weaken
the non-discrimination rules—rules that protect
against disproportionate pension benefits for
higher-income workers. We should be
strengthening these rules to ensure that all
working Americans save for their retirement

and middle-income earners have the same
pension advantages as their corporate bosses.

I commend my colleagues for including an
increase in pension portability for workers who
change jobs in the bill before us today. Work-
ers don’t remain at the same job over their ca-
reers and it is important that we not penalize
workers for changing jobs. I also applaud my
colleagues for seeing a need to provide relief
on Section 415 benefit limits. Benefit formulas
in collectively bargained plans are not related
to compensation. The current limits placed on
multi-employer pension plans unfairly reduce
the pensions of low and middle-income work-
ers. Unfortunately, there aren’t enough provi-
sions in this bill to help low and middle income
workers to outweigh the far too many provi-
sions that will harm these same workers.

Finally, I completely oppose the repeal, and
replacement, of the Foreign Sales Corporation
(FSC). The esoteric tax break is nothing more
than corporate welfare for some of the nation’s
most profitable industries. The European
Union has filed a complaint with the World
Trade Organization (WTO) that the FSC is an
export tax subsidy and therefore illegal under
international trade laws. I completely agree.
Yet instead of repealing the tax subsidy and
complying with our international trade obliga-
tions, this bill seeks to remedy the FSC with
a near exact replacement.

The Institute on Taxation and Economic Pol-
icy recently released a report that shows a
rise in pretax corporate profits by a total of
23.5 percent from 1996 through 1998. At the
same time, corporate income tax revenues
only rose by a mere 7.7 percent. In addition to
the myriad of corporate tax deductions this
Congress insists on expanding, programs
such as the FSC can help explain the disparity
in corporate profits and corporate income tax
rates.

The FSC helps subsidize some of the most
profitable industries such as the pharma-
ceutical, tobacco and weapons export indus-
tries. Why should Congress help out the phar-
maceutical industry if the industry insists on
charging U.S. consumers more for prescription
drugs than they charge in Europe? We
shouldn’t! The pharmaceutical industry sells
prescription drugs in the U.S. at prices that
are 190–400 percent higher than what they
charge in Europe. The U.S. subsidizes the
pharmaceutical industry by approximately
$123 million per year through the FSC. This is
unfair to the American taxpayer and must not
be allowed to happen.

The top 20 percent of FSC beneficiaries ob-
tained 87 percent of the FSC benefit in 1998.
The two largest FSC beneficiaries, General
Electric and Boeing, received almost $750 mil-
lion and $686 million in FSC benefits over 8
years, respectively. RJ Reynolds’ FSC benefit
represents nearly six percent of its net income
while Boeing’s FSC benefit represents twelve
percent of its earnings!

We must stop pandering to corporate inter-
ests and the wealthy. This bill does not have
to be so weighted to the HMOs, drug compa-
nies, other big business, and those with upper
incomes. We must help low and middle-in-
come families obtain health care coverage and
pay for prescription drugs. We can do this by
enacting a responsible minimum wage bill, a
targeted tax bill, and a balanced Medicare/
Medicaid package. H.R. 2614 is a shameful
piece of legislation that I encourage my col-
leagues to oppose.
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It would take an hour for the Republicans to

fix this bill. They know what provisions we
don’t want in the bill and they know which
ones we want inserted. Those changes would
redirect this bill to the people who need the
help—Medicare beneficiaries, traditional Medi-
care providers who serve them, and the mil-
lions of people struggling to earn incomes that
allow them to provide for their families. Vote
against this bill today.

MR. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I oppose this bill
for many reasons. This bill fails to adequately
address the critical need we have to renovate
and modernize our public schools. It falls way
short of the bipartisan Rangle/Johnson bill that
would support nearly $25 billion in bonds over
the next two years to help states and districts
build and modernize up to 6,000 schools. It is
shameful that in the era of budget surplus we
cannot make a decent investment in our public
school buildings. Over one-third of all schools
need extensive repairs. The average school
building is 42 years old. Beyond that, a record
of 52.7 million children are enrolled in elemen-
tary and secondary schools, and the number
will increase by almost a half of million a year.
By 2003, this will mean we need to build an-
other 2,400 schools just to keep pace with stu-
dent enrollment.

This bill also drops critical Davis-Bacon
wage protections contained in the bipartisan
Rangle/Johnson bill. This means working fami-
lies who help build the schools, and others
who work in the community will be significantly
shortchanged on wages and benefits. It also
means that communities will be shortchanged
by substandard construction of schools. This
Congress should be about lifting hard-working
families up in the era of prosperity, not driving
wages and benefits into the ground.

I also want to note that, once again, the Ma-
jority has included a minimum wage increase
in a tax bill filed with poison pills. This scheme
allows the Majority to claim they’re for a min-
imum wage increase, while knowing full well
they’ve blocked it by combining it with a spe-
cial interest tax bill that can’t become law.
Let’s be clear what this means. Democrats in
Congress are for a minimum wage increase
and would take action to make it happen. Re-
publicans in Congress want to say they’re for
the minimum wage increase, while actively
blocking its passage.

I urge a no vote on this bill.
MR. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, improving

retirement security has been a top priority of
our Committee and of this Congress. We must
expand access to private pension plans and
make innovations that will maximize every
American’s opportunity for a safe, secure re-
tirement. We are committed to strengthening
the retirement security of workers and their
families by expanding private pension cov-
erage and protecting their pensions and retire-
ment savings.

I want to address the important pension re-
form provisions contained in the conference
report before us. It includes 22 provisions from
H.R. 1102, the Comprehensive Retirement Se-
curity and Pension Reform Act, reported out of
the Education and Workforce Committee on
July 14, 1999 by a bipartisan voice vote.

These reforms will directly improve the re-
tirement security of millions of American work-
ers by expanding small business retirement
plans, allowing workers to save more, making
pensions more secure, and cutting the red
tape that has hamstrung employers who want

to establish pension plans for their employees.
The ERISA reforms include: granting relief
from excessive PBGC premiums for new small
business plans; accelerating the vesting of
workers’ accounts; repealing and modifying a
wide range of unnecessary and outdated rules
and regulations; providing more frequent ben-
efits statements to workers; requiring en-
hanced disclosure and other protections when
future pension benefits are reduced (as in the
case of conversion to a cash balance plan);
and repealing the so-called ‘‘full funding limit’’
that arbitrarily limits defined benefit plan fund-
ing to a less than actuarially sound level.

I am very pleased at the bipartisan nature of
these pension provisions. The legislation re-
ported out of our committee has a broad spec-
trum of support, and subcommittee chairman
JOHN BOEHNER has been a leader in this Con-
gress on pension reform. He has maintained
this bipartisanship during his fine stewardship
of the bill through our committee.

Pensions provide a needed backstop to our
Social Security system for lower and middle-
income workers—meaning the difference be-
tween retirement subsistence and real retire-
ment security for millions. Fully 77% of current
pension participants are middle and lower in-
come workers. By taking action to expand
pension availability this year, we will help
those workers who are most in need of secure
retirement savings.

I urge Members support for these changes
that will improve the retirement years of Amer-
ican workers.

Strengthening our private, employer-based
pension system is a critical issue for all Ameri-
cans—especially the 76 million Baby Boomers
who are nearing retirement age. This legisla-
tion increases retirement security for millions
of Americans by strengthening that ‘‘third leg’’
of retirement security—our pension system.
Today we take an important bipartisan step to-
wards ensuring that American workers enjoy
their golden years comfortable and secure.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
cludes extraneous material on H.R.
2614.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time

has expired.
Without objection, the previous ques-

tion is ordered on the conference re-
port.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 237, nays
174, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting
21, as follows:

[Roll No. 560]

YEAS—237

Aderholt
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose

Oxley
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—174

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior

Borski
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)

Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
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Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes

Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shuster
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Paul

NOT VOTING—21

Blagojevich
Bliley
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner

Franks (NJ)
Johnson, Sam
Klink
Lazio
Martinez
McCollum
McIntosh

Metcalf
Packard
Payne
Peterson (PA)
Spratt
Thompson (MS)
Waxman

f

b 1722

Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. SHADEGG
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material on H.J. Res.
116.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2001

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the provisions of House
Resolution 646, I call up the joint reso-

lution (H.J. Res. 116) making further
continuing appropriations for fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of House Joint Resolution
116 is as follows:

H.J. RES. 116
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Public Law 106–275,
is further amended by striking the date spec-
ified in section 106(c) and inserting ‘‘October
27, 2000’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 646, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a 1-day con-
tinuing resolution that would take us
until midnight tomorrow night as we
attempt to conclude the appropriations
business.

Later this afternoon we will take up
the Commerce, Justice, District of Co-
lumbia appropriations conference re-
port. That leaves only one outstanding
to be completed, and we hope to do
that just as quickly as we can get to-
gether with our representatives from
the President’s office to come to some
agreement.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have no choice but
to vote for this CR, as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) indicates.
Before we do, I think we need to simply
take note of the fact that these con-
tinuing resolutions are supposed to en-
able us to get our work done so that we
can finish the budget for the coming
year.

I had the impression that what we
were supposed to be doing during this
time was to be resolving our dif-
ferences so that in fact the time that
we were spending would be spent in
ways which would get us all home so
that we could get on the campaign
trail and occasionally introduce our-
selves to our constituents. That would
be nice.

b 1700

The problem is that when we go
through a day like we have gone
through today, we simply wasted an
entire day. If the idea is to go home as
soon as possible, then today is a perfect
example of how not to do that, because
the State-Justice-Commerce appropria-
tions bill which is about to come to the
floor and the tax bill which has just
left the floor are two examples of how
we are farther apart from each other
than we were when the day began.

All I would say is that there is no
point in dragging this out. I would

hope that the majority party would
recognize that rather than sending
bills up to the President to veto, it
would be better to actually resolve the
differences between us. The main issue
that still remains between us is the
issue of funding for education and the
issue of funding especially for school
modernization and school construction.
I hope that the majority will recognize
that we are not going to be going home
until that issue is resolved in a reason-
able way.

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman wants
to yield back his time, I am prepared
to yield back my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, I would
like to yield myself 1 minute and then
yield back my time if the gentleman is
prepared to yield back his time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman is going to take a second kick
at the cat, I will, too. It is up to him.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I did not have
much of a first kick at the cat because
there was so much noise in here I could
not even hear myself and I was hoping
the gentleman would conclude his re-
marks during that same period and
then nobody would know what we said
and we could pass this CR and get out
of here.

Mr. OBEY. All I can say to the House
is that if they have listened to him and
they have listened to me, or if they
have missed what either he or I said,
they have not missed much.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman is ready to yield back,
I am ready to yield back.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just ask the Members to vote
for this CR and let us get about the
rest of the business for today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

The joint resolution is considered as
having been read for amendment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 646,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 392, noes 10,
not voting 30, as follows:
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[Roll No. 561]

AYES—392

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka

Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg

Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry

Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—10

Baird
Barton
Capuano
Costello

DeFazio
Dingell
Kaptur
Miller, George

Stupak
Visclosky

NOT VOTING—30

Blagojevich
Bliley
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Hall (OH)

Hutchinson
Johnson, Sam
Klink
Lazio
Martinez
McCollum
McIntosh
Metcalf
Ney
Packard

Payne
Peterson (PA)
Schaffer
Spratt
Talent
Tauzin
Thompson (MS)
Waters
Waxman
Wise

b 1750

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4942,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 653, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 4942)
making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or
in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 653, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of

the legislative day of Wednesday, Octo-
ber 25, 2000, Volume II.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK)
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to yield 20 minutes
to the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS), and ask that he may control
that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report on H.R.
4942, and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this bill constitutes the

conference report on the annual appro-
priation to the District of Columbia. In
addition to that conference report,
which I believe has been resolved to the
satisfaction of both sides of the aisle,
in addition to that, the bill also in-
cludes the annual appropriations for
the Commerce, Justice and State De-
partments. The debate on that, Mr.
Speaker, will be presented by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
and persons through him, as he chairs
that particular subcommittee.

But let me address myself first re-
garding the District of Columbia bill. I
believe we have worked out something
that is quite satisfactory to all persons
concerned, persons in the District, per-
sons on the other side of the aisle, per-
sons on our side of the aisle, and I ap-
preciate the effort that was put forth
to bring people together on a bill that
some people did not think we were
going to be able to do. But we have.

The amount in the bill that is pre-
sented in the conference report to the
House is higher than the House appro-
priation number when the bill left
here, and lower than the Senate num-
ber. It is an appropriation of $445 mil-
lion. The House had passed $414 mil-
lion; the Senate passed $448 million.

I should note for the record that the
bill is approximately 1.5 percent above
what the appropriation was last year,
but it would only be one-half of one
percent, were it not for the inclusion of
$6 million to help defray costs of the
Presidential inauguration that will
occur in January.

The bill resolves several issues that
we had before. It provides full funding
for the College Tuition Support Pro-
gram for high school graduates from
the District of Columbia. It has the full
requested Federal contribution for the
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new and very important New York Av-
enue Metro Station, which is impor-
tant not only in the sense of transpor-
tation, but also as a focal point of eco-
nomic development and improvement
of job possibilities here in the District
of Columbia.

We have appropriated $3.5 million for
brownfield remediation to clean up the
Poplar Point area, so it can be back to
usefulness once more. We continue to
have funding for environmental clean-
up of the Anacostia River.

We have special appropriations for
making sure that character education,
values education, are included within
the D.C. public schools. We have a pro-
vision that we hope will help the Dis-
trict to get a handle on the annual
funding problems of D.C. General Hos-
pital. Among other things, it requires
the Mayor and the Council and the
PBC, the Public Benefits Corporation,
to make the tough decisions, that they
are willing to make, of significant
downsizing of their personnel so that
they can get that facility out of the
major, major red ink under which it
has been operating.

We also have the provisions in this
bill to assist in strengthening the char-
ter schools within the District of Co-
lumbia, these being public schools, but
which are operated under a charter,
rather than the normal school oper-
ation. I believe the enrollment of pub-
lic school students in the District of
Columbia that are attending charter
schools, by choice of their parents, is
now up to 13 percent, Mr. Speaker. We
want to make sure that they have the
proper access to the same resources
that other public schools do.

We could talk about other provisions
that are in the bill, Mr. Speaker; and,
if necessary, we can delve into them,
but I recognize the main debate on this
legislation is not going to be over the
D.C. appropriation, which has been
worked out to the satisfaction of all
significant parties involved, but is
going to be on the Commerce, Justice,
State appropriation.

Rather than recounting more about
the D.C. bill, Mr. Speaker, I will re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present to the
House today the conference agreement on
H.R. 4942, the District of Columbia Appropria-
tion Act for fiscal year 2001. The conferees
met on October 11th and resolved the matters
in disagreement between the House and Sen-
ate bills. The conference report includes the
Commerce, Justice, State and Judiciary Ap-
propriations Act for FY 2001 and has been
filed in the House. I will discuss that part of
the conference report that relates to the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) will discuss the Com-
merce, Justice, State and Judiciary items in
the report.

For the District of Columbia, the conference
agreement we reached with the Senate totals
$445 million in Federal funds which is $31 mil-
lion above the House bill and $3 million below
the Senate bill. The $445 million rec-
ommended is $8 million or about one and
one-half percent above last year’s appropria-
tion. Were it not for the appropriation of $6
million for the Presidential inauguration, the in-
crease would be one-half of one percent.

Regarding the major funding issues, the
conference agreement includes the requested
$17 million in Federal funds for the college tui-
tion assistance program for District residents
we started last year as well as the full $25 mil-
lion in Federal funds for the new Metrorail sta-
tion on New York Avenue. We are able to re-
tain in conference $112 million for the largest-
ever drug testing and treatment program to
crack down on the link between drugs and
crime, so that DC’s streets and neighborhoods
will be far safer. For children, we continue the
availability of $5 million in Federal funds to
provide incentives to move children from foster
care to adoption in safe, loving and permanent
homes. We also provides $500,000 in Federal
funds for the Child Advocacy Center, which
cares for the young victims of abuse and ne-
glect, and we include $500,000 for the net-
work of satellite pediatric health clincs for chil-
dren and families in underserved neighbor-
hoods and communities in the District. We
also recommend $1 million to establish a day
program and comprehensive case manage-
ment services for mentally retarded and mul-
tiple handicapped adolescents and adults in
the District as well as $250,000 for the DC
Special Olympics which we all know is a very
worthy program.

A major milestone has been achieved by
the public charter schools in the District. The
conference agreement includes $105 million
for 10,000 students for the school year that
started last month. Those numbers reflect a
significant increase from the $28 million and
7,000 students in public charter schools during
the previous school year. This growth in public
charter schools is occurring while enrollment
in the traditional public schools is declining.
Parents, when given the opportunity, are
choosing charter schools for their children.
Four years ago there were three charter
schools and 300 students; this year there are
33 charter schools and 10,000 students. This
remarkable growth reflects the desire and rec-
ognition by parents that their children need
and deserve a better education—and they are
finding it in the public charter schools.

We have all read the news stories of the
mismanagement by the Public Benefit Cor-
poration that operates D.C. General Hospital.
The conference agreement allows internal
transfers up to $90 million to restructure the
delivery of health services in the District pur-
suant to a restructuring plan approved by local
officials that will reduce personnel by at least
500 full-time equivalent employees without re-
placement by contract personnel. These prob-
lems have been going on for at least 10 years
with hollow promises of corrective action by
District officials. Those who need health care
in the District are being ill served by a bloated

and inefficient bureaucracy that local officials
have been reluctant to correct. Language in
the conference report requires that corrective
action to be taken.

Mr. Speaker, regarding the needle ex-
change program, we were able to reach
agreement in conference on language in sec-
tion 150 of the bill to prohibit any needle ex-
change program within 1,000 feet of a public
or private elementary or secondary school, in-
cluding public charter schools. the language
also requires the Public Housing Police to
submit monthly reports on illegal drug activity
at or near any public housing site where a
needle exchange program is conducted. The
District is required to take appropriate action
to relocate a needle exchange program if rec-
ommended by the housing police or by a sig-
nificant number of residents of the site.

The conference agreement also includes
language from the House bill that prohibits the
use of both local and Federal funds for abor-
tions except to save the life of the mother or
in cases of rape or incest. Another provision
prohibits the use of both local and Federal
funds to implement the District’s ‘‘domestic
partners act’’. The conference agreement also
includes language prohibiting the use of both
local and Federal funds for any needle ex-
change program or to legalize or reduce pen-
alties associated with the possession, use, or
distribution of marijuana and other controlled
substances. Language in section 151 provides
$100,000 in Federal funds for the Metropolitan
Police Department contingent on the District
enacting into law a ban on the possession of
tobacco products by minors. The funds are to
be used by the police to enforce the ban.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good conference
agreement that will provide significant benefits
to the district’s citizens while at the same time
protecting the Federal interest in our Nation’s
Capital which we are charged to do by the
Constitution.

I will include a table showing the amounts
recommended in the conference agreement
compared with last year’s enacted amount, the
budget request, and the House and Senate
recommendations. I will also include the fiscal
year 2001 Financial Plan which is the starting
point for the independent auditor’s comparison
with actual year-end results as required by
section 132 of this bill.

In closing, I want to thank all of our Mem-
bers for their hard work and their contributions
to this bill. The gentleman from Virginia, Mr.
MORAN, is the ranking Member and I appre-
ciate his assistance. I especially want to thank
our full Committee chairman, the gentlemen
from Florida, Mr. YOUNG, for his support and
for his sage advice and counsel. The staff has
done an outstanding job: John Albaugh, Chris
Stanley and Micah Swafford of my staff; and
from the Committee staff, Migo Miconi and
Mary Porter. They really do a great job. Mary
Porter has been doing this for 40 years—hard
to imagine. I also want to thank the minority
staff—Tom Forhan and Tim Aiken.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good conference re-
port and I urge its adoption.
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FISCAL YEAR 2001 FINANCIAL PLANS

[In thousands of dollars]

Local funds Grants and
other revenue Gross funds

Revenue
Local sources, current authority:

Property taxes ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 644,360 0 644,360
Sales taxes .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 651,230 0 651,230
Income taxes ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,291,179 0 1,291,179
Gross receipts and other taxes ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 331,659 0 331,659
Licenses, permits .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 37,095 0 37,095
Fines, forfeitures ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67,716 0 67,716
Service charges ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 61,528 0 61,528
Miscellaneous ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 71,033 294,066 365,099

Subtotal, local revenues ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,155,800 294,066 3,449,866

Federal sources:
Federal payment ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 30,111 0 30,111
Grants ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 1,305,867 1,305,867

Subtotal, Federal sources ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 30,111 1,305,867 1,335,978

Other financing sources:
Lottery transfer .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 69,000 0 69,000

Total, general fund revenues ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,254,911 1,599,933 4,854,844

Expenditures
Current operating:

D.C. Financing Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 3,140 3,140
Governmental Direction and Support ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 162,172 33,599 195,771
Economic Development and Regulation ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 53,562 152,076 205,638
Public Safety and Justice .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 591,565 170,981 762,546
Public Education System ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 824,867 174,051 998,918
Human Support Services ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 637,347 898,307 1,535,654
Public Works .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 265,078 13,164 278,242
Receivership Programs .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 234,913 154,615 389,528
Reserve .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 150,000 0 150,000
Repayment of Loans and Interest ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 243,238 0 243,238
Repayment of General Fund Recovery Debt .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 39,300 0 39,300
Payment of Interest on Short-Term Borrowing ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,140 0 1,140
Presidential Inauguration .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 5,961 0 5,961
Certificates of Participation .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 7,950 0 7,950
Wilson Building ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 8,409 0 8,409
Optical and Dental Insurance Payments ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,675 0 2,675
Management Supervisory Services ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 13,200 0 13,200
Tobacco Settlement Trust Fund Transfer Payment ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 61,406 0 61,406
Operational Improvement Savings (Including Managed Competition) ......................................................................................................................................................................................... (10,000) 0 (10,000)
Management Reform Savings ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... (37,000) 0 (37,000)
Cafeteria Plan Savings ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. (5,000) 0 (5,000)

Total, general fund expenditures ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,250,783 1,599,933 4,850,716

Surplus/(Deficit) ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 4,128 0 4,128

Enterprise fund data
Enterprise fund revenues:

Water and Sewer Authority ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 230,614 230,614
Washington Aqueduct .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 45,091 45,091
D.C. Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 223,200 223,200
D.C. Sports and Entertainment Commission ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 10,968 10,968
District of Columbia Health and Hospital Public Benefit Corporation ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 78,235 78,235
District of Columbia Retirement Board ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 11,414 11,414
Correctional Industries Fund ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 1,808 1,808
Washington Convention Center Authority ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 52,726 52,726

Total, enterprise fund revenues ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 654,056 654,056

Enterprise fund expenditures:
Water and Sewer Authority ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 230,614 230,614
Washington Aqueduct .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 45,091 45,091
D.C. Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 223,200 223,200
D.C. Sports and Entertainment Commission ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 10,968 10,968
District of Columbia Health and Hospital Public Benefit Corporation ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 78,235 78,235
District of Columbia Retirement Board ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 11,414 11,414
Correctional Industries Fund ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 1,808 1,808
Washington Convention Center Authority ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 52,726 52,726

Total, enterprise expenditures ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 654,056 654,056

Surplus/(Deficit) ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 0

Total, operating revenues ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 3,254,911 2,253,989 5,508,900
Total, operating expenditures .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,250,783 2,253,989 5,504,772

Revenues versus expendtiures ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4,128 0 4,128

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 31⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Oklahoma is absolutely correct. We
have worked out the D.C. bill. It is
done, and I give credit to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma, to the mem-
bers of the subcommittee on both sides
of the aisle, and in the Senate as well.
In fact, I am not even going to mention
the topic of any of these issues that
have perennially been so divisive on

the floor of the House. We have a good
bill, a good D.C. bill.

We had, though, a good news-bad
news conversation to relate to the
democratically elected delegate-rep-
resentative from the District of Colum-
bia today. The good news was that, fi-
nally, after the fiscal year had begun,
the District of Columbia bill, the con-
ference agreement, was unanimously
agreed to; it was going to go to the
President.

b 1800

Great news. We have been waiting for
this for over a year. The bad news is
that the D.C. bill is being attached to
the Commerce, Justice, State bill,
which is going to be vetoed. That is
very unfortunate. We feel that D.C. de-
serves to go on its own accord.

If it was to go to the White House
today, it would be signed tonight; done
deal; no controversy. But, instead, we
are dumping a bill on it whose veto
message we are already in possession
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of. The President of the United States
has told us he is going to veto this bill.

Mr. Speaker, the President has told
us that there are a number of reasons
why he is going to veto the Commerce,
Justice, State bill. He is going to veto
it because it prevents the Justice De-
partment from being able to pursue
litigation against tobacco companies,
tobacco companies whose product has
resulted in the loss of billions of dol-
lars to the Medicare and Medicaid pro-
gram.

Secondly, the President says that it
fails to include hate crimes legislation.

Thirdly, it does not address in a
meaningful way privacy concerns with
regard to Social Security numbers.

Fourthly, it contains a range of
antienvironmental, anticompetitive
damaging riders.

Lastly, perhaps, most importantly, I
think most importantly, it fails to re-
dress several injustices in our immi-
gration system.

Mr. Speaker, there is a Latino and
Immigrant Fairness Act, which has
been before us for some time. There is
a compelling justification for this leg-
islation. These are people who have
been working hard, paying taxes, con-
tributing to our community and, par-
ticularly, to our economy for over 15
years. They have a deep abiding faith
in our system.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD) will explain why
a labyrinthine legislative process has
left them in limbo for too many years.
It is unfair to their families. It is un-
fair to the communities that they are
part of it. It needs to be redressed.

We need to take care of it, which
should be part of this legislation. That
is why we oppose it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 7 minutes.

(Mr. ROGERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report contains the agreement
between the House and Senate on the
Commerce, Justice, State and Judici-
ary Appropriations bill.

The agreement we are bringing be-
fore the House is the result of a long
and arduous process of negotiations
with the other body and the adminis-
tration. It is a sound compromise that
represents the interests of both bodies,
and we think the administration—and I
hope the House will endorse it by its
vote today.

Before explaining this agreement,
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all of the
members of the subcommittee for their
hard work, their contributions, their
patience, as we have moved this bill
through the House and then negotiated
with the other body and the White
House.

I also want to thank our full com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), for his steadfast
support and leadership and the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
ranking minority member of our full
committee, for his cooperation and as-
sistance on a number of issues that re-
quired long and repeated negotiations.

Mr. Speaker, I especially want to
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), my ranking member,
who has done an excellent job and
whose friendship I appreciate greatly.

Mr. Speaker, finally, I want to thank
the tireless work of our staff on both
sides of the aisle without whom this
product would not be before us now.
They put in enormously long hours.
They were here all night, Mr. Speaker,
and into this morning; and they have
done an excellent job. On the majority
side, Gail DelBalzo, Jennifer Miller,
Mike Ringler, Christine Ryan, John
Martens, Kevin Fromer, Greg Laux,
and our committee staff director, Jim
Dyer. On the minority side, Sally
Chadbourne, Lucy Hand, Pat
Schlueter, Nadine Berg, and Scott
Lilly.

Mr. Speaker, this conference agree-
ment provides a total of $37.5 billion
for the agencies and programs in our
jurisdiction. That is below the Presi-
dent’s request for this year, and it is
below last year’s level.

At the same time, we have provided
for the critical needs of law enforce-
ment, diplomatic security, trade and
export promotion, small business as-
sistance and other very important pro-
grams.

For law enforcement, we were able to
reverse a number of very significant re-
ductions made by the other body in its
version of the bill, restoring critical
funding for the FBI, the DEA, the U.S.
attorneys and the INS.

The agreement also provides new pro-
gram increases for a number of high-
priority law enforcement initiatives
for the FBI and U.S. attorneys. The bill
provides additional resources for the
prosecution of violations of gun laws,
cybercrime and terrorism.

Mr. Speaker, we provide new funding
for DEA to address the war on drugs.

We beef up programs to address the
threat of domestic terrorism, including
a $69 million increase to train and
equip State and local first responders
so they are prepared for incidents, if,
and when, they should occur.

At the INS, we provided increases to-
talling over $500 million for additional
border patrol agents, increased the de-
tention space to hold criminal aliens,
and for Interior enforcement personnel.

This includes over $1 billion for the
processing of immigration benefit ap-
plications. That is a 16 percent increase
over last year and $70 million for this
purpose, more than the President, him-
self, requested.

This bill in an unprecedented way
will help solve the backlog and applica-
tions for citizenship and other immi-
gration benefits at the INS.

To help your State and local police
and sheriffs fight the war on crime, we
were able to maintain the Local Law
Enforcement Block Grant and Juvenile

Accountability Block Grant, the Byrne
Formula Grant Program and the Truth
In Sentencing State Prison Grant pro-
grams.

Mr. Speaker, for the COPS program,
the agreement provides $1.03 billion, a
major increase from the $595 million in
the House bill. Funds are included to
continue established programs such as
the COPS hiring program, law enforce-
ment technologies, bulletproof vests,
and methamphetamine lab cleanup.

Within the COPS program, we have
also included money for new initiatives
to prosecute cases involving violent
crimes committed with guns and viola-
tions of gun statutes in cases involving
drug trafficking and gang-related
crime.

We establish offender reentry pro-
grams and provide funds to support po-
lice integrity training.

All in all, this agreement goes be-
yond the call of duty in making sure
that Federal, State, and local law en-
forcement agencies have every penny
needed to battle crime, drugs, illegal
immigration and the wave of emerging
threats to our domestic national secu-
rity.

Mr. Speaker, for the Department of
Commerce, we preserve the critical
functions of the National Weather
Service, provide increases for our na-
tional trade protection and promotion
programs, and we fund the completion
of the decennial census.

Within NOAA, the agreement con-
tinues important coastal ocean and
fish habitat protection programs, in-
cluding implementation of the Pacific
Salmon Treaty and grants to the af-
fected States. After long negotiations,
we include a total of $618 million for a
number of programs related to the
CARA agreement on the Interior ap-
propriations bill.

For our Federal courts system, we
provide necessary funding to address
its ever-increasing caseload. The agree-
ment authorizes, consistent with past
practices, cost-of-living adjustments
for judges and provides a new increase
in the hourly rate we pay court-ap-
pointed panel attorneys who represent
indigent defendants.

For the State Department, we pro-
vided funding above the requested level
to ensure the safety and security of our
people overseas, including monies
needed to replace our most vulnerable
embassies.

Finally, we provide ample support for
the work of a number of independent
agencies: the FCC, Securities and Ex-
change Commission, FTC, Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, SBA, and so on.

Mr. Speaker, we were faced with
major differences between the House
and Senate bills, and we spent an enor-
mous amount of time in trying to craft
a compromise that is fair, fiscally re-
sponsible and responsive to the needs
of our Members and the people they
represent back home.

We have come a long way. We have
an agreement that can and should be
adopted, in my judgment, by the two
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bodies and signed into law. Mr. Speak-
er, I urge support for the conference re-
port.

The conference report contains a provision
(Section 629) which clarifies that the Interstate
Horseracing Act permits the continued merg-
ing of any wagering pools and wagering activi-
ties conducted between individuals and state-
licensed and regulated off-track betting sys-
tems located in one or more states, whether

such wagers are conducted in person, via
telephone or other electronic media, provided
such wagers are placed on a closed-loop sub-
scriber-based service, which would include an
effective customer and age verification proc-
ess to ensure that all federal and state re-
quirements and appropriate data security
standards are met to prevent unauthorized
use by a minor or non-subscriber. The amend-
ment clarifies that the Interstate Horseracing

Act permits wagers made by telephone or
other electronic media to be accepted by an
off-track betting system in another state pro-
vided that such types of wagers are lawful in
each state involved and meet the require-
ments, if any, established by the legislature or
appropriate regulatory body in the state where
the person originating the wager resides.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve

the balance of my time.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), a good friend, colleague, and
the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Commerce, Justice,
State and Judiciary.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, let me first say that it
is for me unfortunate that this is the
last time the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Chairman ROGERS) will lead on
this bill. Six years ago, the Republican
Conference imposed term limits on its
Chairs, which now removes the most
experienced and knowledgeable mem-
ber of our subcommittee from its
Chair.

Mr. Speaker, I know the gentleman
will provide invaluable advice and
counsel to his successor, whatever
party that may be, and the gentleman
may be able to bring his considerable
leadership skills to another sub-
committee, I am hoping, because the
gentleman has been a true friend, a col-
league; and the gentleman knows I
have the utmost respect for him.

Mr. Speaker, it has been a pleasure
also to work with the gentleman’s
staff, our staff; and because time is
limited, let me just say to all the staff
that I value your advice, your counsel,
the work you have done on this bill. I
will personally make phone calls to
your relatives to tell them why you
have not been at home most weekends
and most evenings.

I initially supported, Mr. Speaker,
this bill, because I felt it was a bill
that could get better. This bill is a
mixture of good and bad news as we
discuss it right now; and I am specifi-
cally speaking about the Commerce,
Justice, State bill, which I am involved
with.

The bill grew and the bill got much
better in many areas, where most of us
felt it was necessary to do so.

In the Civil Rights division, in the
EEOC, in the COPS program, it grew
up to a billion dollars; $100 million pro-
vided for community prosecutors, $75
million for prosecuting gun crimes, $17
million on the COPS and police integ-
rity grants to support increasing local
professionalism, something that we are
all very much involved with.

The peacekeeping mission has been
fully funded. Trying to bring this bill
to where the House and the Senate
could agree was not an easy task, but
both parties, both sides of the aisle on
the issue of numbers were willing to do
so; and that is why jointly with the
White House we were able to increase
funding in so many areas.

The digital divide was addressed.
NOAA will receive substantially

more than in the House bill. Now
NOAA will receive funding provided for
minority-serving institutions.

All of the work that we wanted to
put forth on this bill, Mr. Speaker, has
been met in the area of numbers. How-
ever, and this is a major however, we
had a great opportunity to do some-
thing through the Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act, LIFA. It is lan-
guage that would, in fact, take care of
a disparity that we have in our immi-
gration policy, something that we did
before that we could have included
other people. It is language that would
be fair and humane in dealing with a
major problem; and last, but not least,
it is language that is so vital to this
bill, because without it this bill be-
comes a veto strategy, rather than a
getting-a-bill-signed-into-law strategy.

I would hope that as that veto comes
back, and I will vote to sustain that
veto, that we can continue to work
with my support to make sure that this
bill can, in fact, be what it has to be.

First, this is the last time Chairman ROGERS
will lead on this bill. Six years ago, the Repub-
lican Conference imposed term limits on its
Chairs, which now removes the most experi-
enced and knowledgeable Member of our
Subcommittee from its chair. I know HAL will
provide invaluable advice and counsel to his
successor, whatever his party, and he may be
able to bring his considerable leadership skills
to another Subcommittee. Still, this is an un-
necessary change.

It has been a pleasure to work with Chair-
man ROGERS and the other Members of the
Subcommittee, each of whom has contributed
so much to developing this legislation.

I also want to congratulate and thank the
staff for their dedication and professionalism,
and for the many nights and weekends they
put in on this conference agreement. The
Committee staff, Democratic and Republican
alike, and staff in Mr. ROGERS’ and my offices
have all contributed to this moment. We owe
them—and their families, who haven’t seen
much of them lately—a great deal.

I supported initial House passage of H.R.
4690 because I believed we should keep the
bill moving toward the improvements that
would surely happen before it could ever be-
come law. I rise now to state that the bill has
been substantially improved.

I want to compliment our Chairman on
bringing us to this conclusion. The differences
between House and Senate were enormous
because the priorities were so very different.
Just getting to where the House considered
Justice funding adequate or the Senate con-
sidered Commerce funding adequate took a
great deal of work. And that was before the
Administration weighed in with its priorities.

Programs I earlier pointed to as under-
funded are now in substantially better shape.

Funding has been added for the Civil Rights
Division, the EEOC, and the Legal Services
Corporation, which will receive an appropria-
tion of $330 million.

The COPS program has gone from a freeze
at last year’s level to just over $1 billion, and
$100 million is provided for community pros-
ecutors, $75 million for prosecuting gun
crimes.

I am particularly pleased at the inclusion of
$17 million under COPS for police integrity
grants to support increasing local police pro-
fessionalism. This is an area of great interest
to me, and I am working with Chairman HYDE

to establish a national commission to study
police recruitment, hiring, training, oversight,
and use of force policies and make rec-
ommendations to Congress.

The Administration’s requests for trade en-
forcement have been fully funded and the De-
partment’s ability to collect the vital statistical
data on which our economy depends has
been strengthened. Funds are now provided
to help bridge the ‘‘digital divide’’ between the
information age’s ‘‘haves’’ and ‘‘have nots’’.

And NOAA will receive substantially more
than in the House bill for its critical work on
weather, the health of our air and water, our
coasts and oceans, and so much more. More-
over, funding has been provided for NOAA’s
Minority Serving Institutions initiative, to create
a pool of minority scientists in the scientific
disciplines NOAA needs.

The peacekeeping request is fully funded,
and restrictions on payment of our U.N. dues
are modified to reduce the harm they would
have caused.

In addition, every effort was made to ac-
commodate as many Member requests as
possible out of the thousands received.

There remain problems, of course, including
serious language issues that threaten this en-
tire package with a veto.

Failure to include the provisions of the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act (LIFA), de-
spite the President’s intention, repeated yes-
terday, to veto the bill if those issues are not
resolved is simply a waste of time. All it will do
is add a couple of days to the time we must
remain in Washington trying to finish our work
for the year.

I am also deeply distressed by the provision
that interferes with the FCC’s low-power FM
initiative, which would be of such value to
schools, churches, and community groups in
areas such as the South Bronx. In addition,
language added in the dark of night that is
supposed to improve rural television service
abandons a bipartisan agreement reached just
this week and gives the advantage to existing
cable monopolists.

The bill includes new appropriations of $420
million for coastal impact assistance and other
ocean and coastal conservation programs,
built on what the Interior bill contained. These
additional funds are intended to increase re-
sources for protection, conservation, and res-
toration of fragile coastal habitat areas, but the
other body skewed the distribution away from
strengthening national conservation programs
and toward funding numerous parochial
projects.

While restrictions on the Justice Depart-
ment’s ability to move funds around to pursue
its tobacco litigation have been modified, none
of the $23 million for the lawsuit is provided di-
rectly.

Finally, the ‘‘Amy Boyer’’ provisions, far from
protecting our Social Security Numbers from
display or sale on the Internet, make them far
more widely available to commercial concerns.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased at
how far we have come in improving the base
bill, and I am confident that the language
issues will be worked out, although a negoti-
ating strategy would be far preferable to a
veto strategy. If the President does veto the
bill, as expected, I will vote to sustain his veto.
In any case, I look forward to the eventual en-
actment of the Commerce, Justice, State, and
Judiciary Appropriations bill.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Iowa
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(Mr. LATHAM), a distinguished member
of the Subcommittee on Commerce,
Justice, State and Judiciary.

(Mr. LATHAM asked and was given
permission to revise and extend re-
marks.)

b 1815

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I just wanted to take a minute, first
of all, to thank our chairman, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
who has had extraordinary wisdom and
knowledge and leadership on this bill,
and there is no one in the House that I
have more admiration for, and I appre-
ciate his very kind consideration and
leadership on the committee. It is
truly appreciated not only by myself,
but by people in my district and in the
State of Iowa.

Also, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) is a very dear friend,
and I have the greatest respect for the
ranking member and I want to thank
him for all his help. If the staff here
looks a little sleepy, it is because they
probably have not gotten any sleep the
last couple of evenings.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very, very good
bill with a lot of work in it. I am, in
particular, very appreciative of the
fact that we were able to increase fund-
ing for the methamphetamine training
center in Sioux City, Iowa, to be able
to expand that program that has been
of vital assistance to local law enforce-
ment throughout the four-State region.
It is extremely important, and that
great work is going to continue be-
cause of this bill. The local law en-
forcement block grant, which has
helped so many of our small commu-
nities, which are fighting the battle, in
particular in the upper Midwest with
methamphetamines today, it is very,
very important. The cleanup funds that
are in this bill, as far as the labs out
there, are extraordinarily important.

So I just wanted to thank the chair-
man and the ranking member, and all
of the staff on both sides. I think this
is a very, very good bill; and I hope ev-
eryone will pull together and pass the
bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, in the President’s veto message, he
said, regrettably, this bill does not in-
clude needed protections against the
inappropriate sale and display of indi-
vidual citizen’s Social Security num-
bers.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) to explain the President’s ob-
jection in this regard to this bill.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Let me begin by complimenting the
Republicans in the House on their work
on protecting Social Security numbers
so that they are not trafficked in
American commerce. Unfortunately, I

cannot say the same thing for the
United States Senate; and they have
attached a rider to the legislation
which, unfortunately, makes it pos-
sible for us to move this kind of Social
Security information into national
commerce.

Now, the Committee on Ways and
Means, led by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SHAW), has been doing a
fabulous job in ensuring that the
Democrats and Republicans, liberals
and conservatives in the House, where
the liberal left meets the libertarian
right, we are all going to do something
to deal with the issue of Amy Boyer
whose name was purchased for $45 by a
stalker; created a Web site, this stalk-
er; and then ultimately killed Amy
Boyer using the Social Security which
he purchased for $45.

Now, I say to my colleagues, what
are we talking about in this amend-
ment that has come over from the Sen-
ate? We are talking about taking this
concern and riddling it with loopholes.

Now, every one of us gets a Social Se-
curity number when we are 16, when we
are 17, in the United States, and this
Social Security number increasingly
has become our personal identifier.
Now, what does it say on the back of
the Social Security card? It says, ‘‘Im-
proper use of this card and/or number
by the number-holder or any other per-
son is punishable by fine, imprison-
ment, or both.’’ Or both.

Now, what does the bill before us do?
It says it is going to help the problem
about Amy Boyer. What does it do? It
takes this protection which we have al-
ways had and it amends it. It amends it
by doing this. It puts right here the
word ‘‘not.’’ That is, it is not punish-
able by fine or imprisonment, or both.
It riddles it with exemptions. It says
this: If you are a credit reporting agen-
cy, you are exempted from the restric-
tions of the bill. If you are a big bank,
if you are a life insurance company or
a Wall Street brokerage firm, you are
exempt from the provisions. If you are
a professional or commercial user, you
can sell it to other businesses, but not
to the general public. If you are a com-
pany engaged in any activity which the
banking regulators have determined to
be complementary to a financial activ-
ity, such as running a travel agency,
you are exempt. You can sell the Social
Security information. If you obtain
someone’s Social Security number
from a public record, a driver’s license,
a court filing, a real estate document,
you can sell it to anyone you want.

What is left, I ask my colleagues?
What protections will Americans have
if we allow this kind of codification of
basically trafficking in Social Security
numbers in our country?

Mr. Speaker, I regret that this bill is coming
to the House floor today with a number of un-
related legislative ‘‘riders’’ attached to it. This
is not the way Congress should conduct its
business.

Chief among these unrelated provisions are
two problematic measures which have not
gone through the normal legislative process.

These two measures are those addressing low
power FM radio as well as a measure estab-
lishing a program of loan guarantees for local
television distribution for rural areas.

The language addressing the rural loan
guarantee program was developed solely by
Republicans. I would have hoped that we
could have developed a sound compromise—
just as we did when the House originally
passed this rural loan bill earlier this year. Un-
fortunately, the Republican majority has de-
cided not to work with concerned Democrats
to develop a more consensus bill.

This is especially unfortunate because as I
just mentioned the original version of the bill
that passed the House back in April at least
had been developed with both Republicans
and Democrats at the table. From a proce-
dural standpoint therefore the loan guarantee
bill’s appearance as a rider on the appropria-
tions bill today on the House floor highly ob-
jectionable. The House had a bipartisan
agreement on this measure the last time it
was considered and the House Republicans
seem willing to disrupt the compromise that
had already been established—a provision
which had both industry and consumer sup-
port.

As for the substance of this new bill it de-
parts from the original House bill and guts key
provisions that were adopted in the Commerce
Committee that instilled a preference for com-
petition. This bill will not only run the risk of
subsidizing large media companies who do
not need taxpayer subsidies, it has now been
changed so that incumbent cable companies
who already provide local TV stations can get
a taxpayer subsidy as well. This makes no
sense as a public policy.

Why on earth should incumbent cable com-
panies get a subsidy to do that which they
should be doing anyway—or that they already
have plans to do with private capital?

The legislative effort underway stems from
the debate we had in the previous session of
Congress on amendments to the Satellite
Home Viewer Act which spurred the deploy-
ment of local-to-local service from direct to
home satellite providers. Satellite-delivered
local-to-local service promises to extend to
millions of consumers much needed competi-
tion in the multichannel video marketplace.

When Congress was considering legislation
last year, it was clear that the two existing
DBS companies would not be providing local-
to-local service beyond the top markets in the
most populated areas of the country. The leg-
islation before us today was prompted by a
desire to extend the local-to-local service that
urban America was going to receive to rural
communities as well. The effort to do so is
built upon America’s experience in extending
electricity and phone service to rural towns
and hamlets.

I have long supported the universal service
concept that ensures that the poor as well as
rural Americans do not fall behind and that
they can receive the basic essential services
that more affluent, urban Americans do at af-
fordable prices.

The problem with this new version of the bill
however is that it would permit taxpayer
backed loans to go to incumbent companies.
If people can already get local TV stations
from a cable operator, then the government
doesn’t need to get involved to extend service
to that area in the same way that we extended
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electricity and phone service to areas that oth-
erwise wouldn’t get it. The cable guy is al-
ready there.

Consumers in that area, however, may un-
derstandably want an alternative to the cable
operator, perhaps one they can use in con-
junction with their satellite dish. If we are pro-
posing to extend loan guarantees to provide
alternatives to the local TV service rural con-
sumers already receive from an incumbent, it
makes zero sense in my view to permit the
very same incumbents to be eligible for loans.

If the incumbent monopoly already provides
local TV stations to a community, then rural
consumers in that community are choosing not
to subscribe to that service for some reason.
That reason is most likely price. Why would
Congress ask these rural citizens for their tax-
payer dollars to subsidize the only choice in
town they don’t want anyway?

To do so would stand competitive tele-
communications policy on its head—rather
than addressing the lack of competition or lin-
gering concern about affordable cable rates,
we’re proposing to allow the sole multichannel
provider in a rural area a chance to solidify
their position with help from the Federal gov-
ernment—and I might add without any obliga-
tion from the loan recipient to price the sub-
sidized monopoly service to consumers
affordably.

I wish this loan guarantee provision had
been handled differently. I wish we would
have named conferees and worked out our
disagreements with the Senate. We had all
summer long to do so. We could have done
it on a bipartisan basis.

Instead, Democrats have not been fully in-
cluded in the negotiations leading to this
version of the bill and the provisions is a far
worse measure than what passed the House
previously.

Here’s the problem with the language in the
current version of the bill. The language in the
bill says: ‘‘that no loan guarantee under this
Act may be granted or used to provide funds
for a project that extends, upgrades, or en-
hances the services provided over any cable
system to an area that, as of the date of en-
actment of this Act, is covered by a cable fran-
chise agreement that expressly obligates a
cable system operator to serve such area.’’

The original House bill did not require fran-
chising authorities to have provisions in fran-
chise agreements that ‘‘expressly’’ regulated
able buildout schedules to serve all of the ge-
ographic areas of a franchise. This may sig-
nificantly undercut the applicability of the pro-
hibition on subsidizing incumbent companies
because many franchise agreements may not
have explicit build-out requirements.

More importantly, the new version applies
only to franchise agreements in effect as of
the date of enactment of the Act.

In other words, when the franchise agree-
ment expires next month, or six months from
now, or a year from now, an incumbent cable
operator is eligible for taxpayer-backed loans
under any ‘‘new’’ franchise—because it’s not
the one in effect on the date of enactment. It’s
a loophole.

Tying the prohibition only to existing fran-
chise agreements—which are of limited dura-
tion—essentially guts the prohibition for every
expired or newly re-negotiated franchise
agreement. Again, the House-passed version
kept a preference for competition, had the ac-
ceptance of affected small cable operators in

the industry, had the support of consumer
groups, and established a broad consensus
throughout the House. Today, the Senate-
crafted language achieves none of those ben-
efits. It’s bad for competition, bad for con-
sumers, and unfair to taxpayers.

The Commerce, Justice, State bill also in-
cludes a provision delaying low power FM
radio. This was a very controversial measure
when the House considered it and I don’t be-
lieve it is appropriate to attach it as a rider to
this appropriations measure.

We need to first keep in context that this
new low power FM service comes in the after-
math of the rapid, and in my view, unhealthy
consolidation of radio properties across this
nation. Before the Telecommunications Act of
1996, the maximum number of radio stations
that an individual could own in a local market
was 2 FM and 2 AM stations, and nationally,
a person could own up to 40 radio stations.
Right now the top 4 radio groups own 512 sta-
tions, 443 stations, 248 stations, and 163 sta-
tions respectively, and assuming its pending
merger gets approved, Clear Channel will own
over 800 radio stations nationally. The low
power FM bill is a modest effort to bring new
voices into our media mix, in a community-ori-
ented, non-commercial service.

The Federal Communications Commission
is always at its best when it takes the public’s
airwave resources and works to make more
efficient use of that spectrum for the public.
The effort underway is to supplement what al-
ready exists, not supplant or interfere in any
harmful way with existing services.

The stated reason for bringing this bill to the
floor today is fear of harmful interference.
We’re not talking about interference on home
stereo systems, nor about interference con-
cerns for car radios, where there is consensus
that there will be little to no harm . . . . but
rather, potentially harmful interference—within
a small area—perhaps for clock radios or port-
able walkman-style radios.

Usually when there are disputes about fre-
quency interference we defer to the FCC. This
is the job, after all, that the FCC has been
doing, and doing well, for decades. The Com-
mission is in the process of addressing many
of the concerns raised about interference and
has announced plans to receive applications
for the service initially in 10 States. As low
power FM is deployed we will know whether
there is harmful interference because con-
sumers will let us know.

Since the late 1960s, some 300 radio sta-
tions around the country have operated within
the 3rd adjacent channel proposed for low
power FM. These ‘‘close proximity’’ stations
were grandfathered in 1997 by the FCC. We
didn’t have any hearings about it, we didn’t
hear a peep from a single broadcaster about
interference issues, and I don’t remember a
single Member of Congress or a consumer
raising concerns about interference issues
from any of those stations—which, as op-
posed to the proposed service, are full power
radio stations.

In short, I don’t think we need legislation in
this area at all, either to stop the program or
to belabor FCC engineers to study over and
over again a technology that is the oldest and
most familiar service to them. This isn’t rocket
science or some new whiz-bang techno-
logically-sophisticated service or a hitherto un-
utilized frequency allocation . . . . it’s just
radio.

If people have concerns, the FCC can con-
tinue to look into resolving them. If serious
problems do in fact arise from the new serv-
ice, there are already existing remedies at the
Commission to address interference issues. I
would prefer that the House put this legislation
on the back burner, let the Commission do its
job, and return to this legislative proposal at a
later date, when and if it’s necessary. I urge
members to vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill.

There are some 300 stations around the
country—high power radio stations—that were
grandfathered in 1997 and have operated
many of them since the late 1960s within the
2nd and 3rd adjacent channel limits.

Who complains about those stations? No
one has ever come up to me to complain
about harmful interference on WBCN Boston,
WMJX Boston or any of the 15 stations in
Massachusetts that operate within these limits
on HIGH POWER stations. It’s inconceivable
that low power stations really pose a threat
here.

Around the country there are other stations
operating in these limits without provoking
consumer reaction—such as: KCBS in Los
Angeles; KLAX in Long Beach California;
KBCD in Newport Beach California; KYCY in
San Francisco. . . . Or any of the 50 high
power radio stations in California, or The 24
stations in Illinois, or The 25 radio stations in
North Carolina, or The 28 radio stations in
Ohio, or The 24 in New York and 17 in New
Jersey and so on that today operate within the
so-called 3rd adjacent channel.

There aren’t any complaints. If there’s a
concern about interference from low power
stations—shouldn’t the legislation also analyze
the logically more apparent interference from
these high power stations? The bill doesn’t
ask the Commission to look at those stations
however. Why? Because they are incumbents.
They already got theirs.

This legislation is unnecessary and again, if
harmful interference does arise in a particular
area, the Commission has a long history with
radio and a long history of mitigating inter-
ference affects.

There are other problems in this bill.
I have spent considerable time talking about

how this bill would strip the American people
of their privacy protections. Well the appropri-
ators didn’t stop there. They decided to see
what protections they could strip from our na-
tional parks as well.

Tucked way down in this bill is an exemp-
tion for Cuyahoga Valley National Park. The
exemption would keep this national park from
being afforded the highest possible clean air
standards allowed under the Clean Air Act. Let
me remind you, we just designated this area
as a national park in the Interior Bill we
passed a few weeks ago. So this Congress
thinks the best way to protect our natural re-
sources is to designate a national park one
week and strip away its protections the next.

That’s like buying a brand new car that has
all the latest safety features: an airbag, motion
detection systems, and the best seatbelts.
Then just before you let your son drive it, you
drain all the brake fluid. That’s not the way to
make your car safe. But that’s how this Con-
gress wants to protect your national parks.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), one of the more
studious Members of this body.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
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this time and for his leadership on this.
I want to express my appreciation to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) for raising the issue of
the Social Security numbers in that
provision of this bill.

Let me tell the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts that I agree with his con-
cern that this is a poorly drafted provi-
sion that could do more harm than
good, and this is a Senate provision
that was added. But I think we have to
put this in perspective. Even though I
have strong reservations about that,
there are such extraordinary good
parts, important parts to this bill that
it deserves supporting. I have had the
assurance of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS), the chairman of
the subcommittee, that this will be
remedied when it comes back, or in the
next Congress, and to me, that is good
enough. We are going to come back, we
are going to correct this problem, we
are aware of this problem, but do not
vote against the bill because of this
one problem that the Senate added.

The reason is that because we have
an increase in the DEA funding, the
FBI funding, U.S. Attorneys for fight-
ing violent crime and drugs. The meth-
amphetamine provisions are critically
important, the Violence Against
Women Act provisions, the civil assist-
ance provisions are critically impor-
tant. We will remedy the privacy prob-
lem. Please support this bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the inde-
fatigable, irrefutable and indomitalbe
Democratic leader of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, it is getting
pretty deep in here.

Mr. Speaker, I have already spoken
once on this bill earlier today, and I
would simply make three points again
for reinforcement purposes.

The first problem with this bill is
that it does not treat human beings
equally with respect to immigration.
In my view, it continues a vicious dis-
crimination between the way we treat
groups from one country versus an-
other country in this hemisphere. That
alone is reason enough to defeat the
bill.

The second reason is that this Con-
gress, it can deny it all it wants, but
this Congress has, in my view, for the
past 15 years systematically chipped
away at the right of privacy for each
and every American. I remember when
Barry Goldwater, Jr. was on the floor
and with myself, we were pushing for
legislation to preserve the integrity of
the Social Security number so that it
would not be used in the beginning
steps as an identifier. The last time I
looked, Barry Goldwater, Jr. was not a
radical, left-wing socialist. We had an
agreement between conservatives and
progressives and liberals and mod-
erates that that number should remain
private and inviolate. This Congress

this session has taken several actions
that weaken that right; and this bill
takes another action today, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has indi-
cated, and for that reason alone, this
bill ought to be defeated.

Thirdly, this bill started out to pro-
vide protection for our coastal lands,
our precious coastal lands. Instead, be-
cause of its refusal to add one sentence
to the bill, one critical sentence, it now
guarantees that projects, construction
projects in our precious coastal areas
will be able to be built even if they do
not meet environmental standards. So
a bill which started out to protect our
coastal areas is now becoming a bill
that will degrade our coastal areas.

Lastly, we have taken the most im-
portant remaining water pollution
problem before us, nonpoint source pol-
lution, and instead of giving the States
the help they need to work up plans to
deal with that problem, this bill pro-
vides a piddly $10 million out of a
multibillion dollars bill. That is not
enough for any State to do the work
that needs to be done in order to pro-
tect our precious natural resources.

Mr. Speaker, I urge, for those rea-
sons, defeat of this bill.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA), a hard-working member
of our subcommittee.

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I rise in support of this bill. There
are a number of very good features in
it. It provides State and local law en-
forcement officials the necessary re-
sources to bring down the level of
crime.

Secondly, it funds the international
trade functions of the government at
the necessary levels to open foreign ex-
port markets to U.S. goods, and, at the
same time, protecting domestic indus-
try against unfair foreign trading prac-
tices.

Thirdly, it protects our interests at
home and abroad by funding
counterterrorism measures and em-
bassy security measures at increased
levels. I think, in view of the events in
the last several weeks, that becomes
even more important.

Fourthly, it funds the JASON
project, which is the cutting edge in
long-distance learning. It is a tremen-
dous tool, and I think we will find that
more and more of our schools will use
the facilities of JASON.

I also want to thank the chairman
for including report language for the
Census Bureau that makes the expe-
dited steel import monitoring program
more effective. The early warning sys-
tem allows domestic manufacturers to
have information on steel imports on a
more timely basis.

Lastly, I noticed a typographical
error, alloy steel should say alloy tool
steel.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the con-
ference report on the District of Columbia Ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2001, which also in-
cludes the agreement for funding the Com-
merce, Justice, State Appropriations bill. As a
member of the Commerce, Justice, State Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I would like to
commend the Chairman for putting together a
bill which:

(1) provides our state and local law enforce-
ment officials the necessary resources to con-
tinue to bring down the level of crime in this
nation, (2) funds the international trade func-
tions of the government at the necessary lev-
els to open foreign export markets to U.S.
goods, but also to protect domestic industry
against unfair foreign trading practices; and (3)
protects our interests at home and abroad by
funding counter-terrorism measures and em-
bassy security measures at increased levels.

I thank the Chairman for continuing the im-
portant partnership between the JASON
project and the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration (NOAA) that encourages
middle school students to pursue their edu-
cation in the sciences. The JASON project is
a state-of-the-art education program that
brings scientists into classrooms through ad-
vanced interactive telecommunications tech-
nology.

Last spring one of the sites of the electronic
field trip for students was NOAA’s Aquarius
Underwater Laboratory off of the Florida Keys.
Our students need an effective science edu-
cation in order for the U.S. to keep its com-
petitive edge in the global marketplace. I also
want the thank the Chairman for including re-
port language for the Census Bureau that
makes the expedited steel import monitoring
program more effective. This early warning
system allows domestic manufacturers to have
information on steel imports on a more timely
basis. It is critical that this program provides
the necessary trade statistics as we once
again face near-record levels of steel imports
this year. I noticed that there was a typo-
graphical error in the report language. The two
new specialty steel categories are: alloy tool
steel and silicon electrical steel. The word
‘‘tool’’ was inadvertently left out of the report.

I urge all of my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER),
the ranking member of the Committee
on Resources, to discuss the anti-envi-
ronmental riders in the bill.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Wis-
consin raised the issue of the coastal
zone and the inadequate funding in this
legislation so that those States on our
coast will have the ability to put in
place the programs that they have now
developed over many, many years, ex-
pending a lot of money to protect the
coastal zone and to make sure that
that coastal zone, which is of great im-
portance to 50 percent of the popu-
lation in this Nation and to the jobs
that are related to marine coastal
zone, the commercial and recreational
fishing activities that take place there,
and the economy that is driven by the
economy of that area can properly be
protected.
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One of the major assaults on the

coastal zone and on the economy and
on the use of the coastal resources is
nonpoint source pollution. This legisla-
tion just completely inadequately
deals with that problem. Polluted run-
off closes shellfish beds and increases
harmful algae blooms and dead zones;
it closes beaches and causes fish con-
tamination advisories and much more
that we now have to put up on a week-
ly and daily basis in the coastal zones
on the East Coast and the Gulf Coast
and on the West Coast of the United
States. It is the single biggest problem
dealing with water quality, whether it
is in the Chesapeake Bay or whether it
is in Puget Sound or San Francisco
Bay or Santa Monica Bay. We now
have dead zones that extend off of the
Gulf of Mexico that are thousands and
thousands of square miles that are cre-
ating dead zones in the area, killing off
the fish, killing off any kind of eco-
nomic activity that can take place
there.

In my own State of California, offi-
cials in California closed beaches 3,273
times in the State of California. Cer-
tainly, last summer’s economic dis-
aster in Huntington Beach, California,
which was a direct result of beach clo-
sure due to water contamination from
polluted runoff, underscores the kinds
of problems that we were hoping that
this legislation would, in fact, deal
with; the continued problems of runoff
from logging areas from the interior
parts of our States and other States
throughout the coastal zone in Cali-
fornia.

We were poised to reauthorize the
Coastal Zone Management Act and the
Federal statute that regulates these
activities and provides for the States
to develop the plans. The States, many
of them, have been fully qualified, as is
the State of California, to now go for-
ward with these plans, and yet this leg-
islation is so meager on its resources
for those activities that we will be un-
able to do so.
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This is a huge, huge segment of the
environment of the United States. In
just the State of California, we have
over 1,600 miles of shoreline and 645,000
acres of estuaries, harbors, and bays.

We have industries that are totally
dependent upon this situation: the
recreation, the tourism industry. We
now have beaches that have been
closed for 6 to 12 weeks and a number
of beaches that have been closed per-
manently.

This legislation is inadequate. It
ought to be rejected. We ought to turn
this legislation down and go back and
get the kinds of funds that are nec-
essary to protect the coastal zones of
the United States of America.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON).

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to this bill. I want
to commend the two subcommittee
chairmen for reporting the bill under
the budget caps. If it were a clean bill,
I would support it. Unfortunately,
there was a rider that has been at-
tached from the other body dealing
with privacy that is an almost total
rollback of privacy protection for our
Social Security numbers.

The Gregg amendment, as amended
in the Senate, which was added to this
legislation last Thursday night in the
dead of night, with no public debate
that I can find, creates four new excep-
tions for the use of Social Security
numbers for commercial uses.

These four exceptions are so large
that one can literally drive a truck
through them. I do not think we need
to be adding more ability to use our
Social Security numbers under the
guise of trying to protect the use of So-
cial Security numbers.

For that reason, I am very, very
much against this bill, and I ask Mem-
bers to vote against the bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, how much
time is remaining for each party con-
trolling?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) has 6 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) has 9 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. DAVIS) has 141⁄2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I will speak to one pro-
vision of the bill that I am very con-
cerned about and I wish it had not been
placed in the bill, which is a bill that I,
even despite this provision, intend to
vote for. However, I am very concerned
about this particular provision, and
that is the one that we have heard the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON)
just speak about it.

The provision that was put in this
bill gives some legitimacy for the use
of Social Security numbers other than
the intended use, and that is by the In-
ternal Revenue Service and by the So-
cial Security Administration.

Right now, there is a commerce in
this country on selling Social Security
numbers. One can go to the Net, and
one can buy Social Security numbers.
This is a personal thing.

We know of the terrible crime regard-
ing Amy Boyer. She was killed in New
Hampshire by a stalker. I know that
the Senator who placed this in the bill
had her in mind by putting the provi-
sions in there, but the provisions just
simply do not address that question
and actually gives legitimacy where it
is not deserved.

As I understand, the stalker there
bought her Social Security number off
of the Internet for $45 and then was
able to locate them.

We have a bipartisan solution. The
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZ-
KA) and I have filed this bill. It has
been through the Committee on Ways
and Means. That is H.R. 4857, the So-
cial Security Number Privacy and
Identity Theft Prevention Act of 2000.
This bill restricts the sale and public
display of Social Security numbers in
both the public and the private sectors.
It enhances the privacy rules that
apply to Social Security numbers con-
tained in credit reports so that they
are less accessible to the public.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAW. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, let me as-
sure the gentleman that we will work
with him and others to improve the
language in the bill. I assure the gen-
tleman that his interest will be pro-
tected.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Kentucky for saying
that because there is widespread juris-
diction of this particular bill. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), who spoke earlier before the
Committee on Commerce, he and the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) have expressed great interest in
this. In fact, I think the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) has
been working on this thing for some
time.

Banking also has a piece of it. So it
is not as simple as just getting it
through the Committee on Ways and
Means. It does have this multiple juris-
diction.

It is my intention at the beginning of
the next Congress to file this bill
again. I will be again looking across
the aisle to get cosponsors and get as-
sistance on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, he can count me
as one of the original sponsors of the
bill.

Mr. SHAW. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky is on it, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as she may con-
sume to the very distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this bill because it misses
an opportunity to have fairness in our
immigration policy.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD), the distinguished chairperson
of the Hispanic Caucus in the Congress,
who will explain specifically why we so
strongly object to not including the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act in
the bill.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, as a member of the Sub-
committee on Commerce, Justice,
State and Judiciary, I would like to as-
sociate myself with the comments that
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were made by other members of the
committee and thank the chairman for
his fairness and his friendship. That is
one reason that I regretfully rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 4942.

Well, there are numerous problems
with this bill, and I think the previous
speakers have highlighted many of
them. I will address one specifically
glaring failure.

H.R. 4942 does not include key provi-
sions that would bring fairness and jus-
tice to thousands of immigrant fami-
lies wronged by changes in our immi-
gration laws in the 1990s, changes that
have caused families to live in a state
of limbo for far too long.

The Latino and Immigrant Fairness
Act, or LIFA as it is known, is designed
to help families stay together. The im-
portance of including the provisions of
LIFA in this bill, I believe, is high-
lighted best in the story of Sarah
Marie Caro, a young woman from
Southern California.

Sarah Marie Caro was born in Mexico
and was adopted by her U.S.-citizen
parents when she was 4 years old. She
grew up as an American believing in
the values of this country. She learned
English, was an honor role student at
her public high school and participated
in the marching band. She is now 19
years old and is currently studying at a
community college to become a teach-
er.

Last year, while preparing for a fam-
ily vacation, she applied for a U.S.
passport. That is when her world began
to fall apart. Sarah Marie was notified
that she was ineligible for a U.S. pass-
port because she was an illegal immi-
grant. Her parents who are U.S. citi-
zens mistakenly thought that Sarah
would automatically become a citizen
through her court adoption; and, there-
fore, they never applied to adjust her
immigration status.

Sarah has the legal right to her green
card as the child of U.S. citizens. But
without the protections provided by
LIFA, this 19-year-old tragically is left
with only two options: one, to remain
in the United States illegally and to be
part of a permanent underground popu-
lation; or, two, to leave her family and
all she has known for most of her life
and go to a strange country for as long
as 10 years.

Sarah’s plight, and the plight of
many deserving immigrants in this
country, must be addressed. We must
honor our Nation’s values of keeping
families together, not tearing them
apart.

To address the crisis facing families
like Sarah Marie, and there are many,
it is critical that this bill include the
provisions of LIFA, such as 245(i),
which was originally in the Senate
version of the Commerce, Justice bill
and dropped in conference.

Until then, I regretfully must ask my
colleagues to vote no on H.R. 4942.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this legislation. I
thank the chairman of the sub-
committee for being sure that legisla-
tion that I introduced, along with the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER), is included in this legislation.

This is legislation that millions of
Americans have been waiting a long
time to see, and that is legislation to
make sure that satellite owners, mil-
lions of satellite dish owners, have the
opportunity to have on their satellite
dish their local news, weather, sports,
emergency information, community af-
fairs information, and end the frustra-
tion that they have had, that the sat-
ellite dish companies have had, and the
local television stations have had of
trying to find a way to accommodate
people who want to be able to receive
their major broadcast networks, NBC,
CBS, ABC, Fox, in some instances pub-
lic television.

They cannot get it right now because
only in major metropolitan areas are
the local television stations signals
being put up on satellite. This legisla-
tion is going to enable every single tel-
evision station in all 211 television
markets in the country to have that
local station put up on satellite so that
folks can get not only their major net-
work programming but also their local
news, weather, sports, and other infor-
mation.

This will encompass more than 170
television markets that are not going
to be put up under the current legisla-
tive authority that they now have. The
major markets like New York and Chi-
cago and Los Angeles, here in Wash-
ington, D.C., they get it now; but for
millions and millions of American fam-
ilies, they will not.

But I thank the gentleman. I urge
my colleagues to support the legisla-
tion, which includes the launching of
our Communities Access to Local Tele-
vision Act of 2000.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), our
very distinguished leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to this combined
District of Columbia and Commerce,
Justice, State appropriations con-
ference report, a conference report the
Republicans decided to put together in
a partisan way in the middle of the
night last night.

The provisions on the District of Co-
lumbia are fine, and we could have sup-
ported them. But the other side in-
sisted on putting forward a Commerce,
Justice bill without the Latino and Im-
migrant Fairness Act and without the
bipartisan hate crimes legislation that
both Houses and Congress have sup-
ported.

This is a bill without fairness and
without justice, and that is a shame.

This could have been a good bill and
could have gotten strong bipartisan
support, a bill that could have lifted up
millions of people in this country.

Instead, this legislation does not in-
clude the Latino and Immigrant Fair-
ness Act, the only act that would fix
several unfair provisions in our immi-
gration laws. LIFA would have afforded
Central American and other immi-
grants the same treatment Nica-
raguans and Cubans previously re-
ceived. It would have let people stay
here with their families, while apply-
ing for an adjustment in their status.
It would have updated our laws so im-
migrants who came here before 1986
could stay.

But Republicans inserted watered-
down language that denies parity to
Central American and other immi-
grants who have not had the same op-
portunities to become citizens given to
Nicaraguans and Cubans.
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It does not do enough to allow people
to pay a fee and stay in the United
States with their families while apply-
ing for an adjustment in their immi-
gration status, and it does not let peo-
ple apply for citizenship who arrived
here before 1986.

This conference report could have
made an important advance in civil
rights. Instead, a small group of law-
makers decided once again to thwart
the bipartisan will of this Congress and
the will of a majority of the American
people by refusing to include hate
crimes legislation. Law enforcement
officers would have had the enhanced
tools they need to investigate and pros-
ecute these awful crimes. We could
have sent a strong message that crimes
committed against people simply be-
cause of their race, gender, ability, or
sexual orientation are evil and offen-
sive. We could have strengthened the
values we as a people hold dear: human
respect, tolerance, and understanding.

Further, this conference report de-
nies the Justice Department the fund-
ing it needs to pursue tobacco compa-
nies in court, and it provides inad-
equate language that does little to pro-
tect the privacy of Social Security
numbers and prevent them from being
bought and sold. Amy Boyer was
stalked and killed by a man who pur-
chased her Social Security number
over the Internet, and there is no rea-
son why we cannot stop another simi-
lar tragedy with tougher protections.

So this bill is an insult to the legisla-
tive process. The Republicans have
made no effort to address issues that
would have secured Democratic sup-
port and the President’s approval. The
President has said he will veto this
conference report. I urge my colleagues
to reject this legislation. Let us go
back to work in a bipartisan way to re-
solve these important issues. That is
what the American people expect us to
do, and we should not let them down.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.
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Mr. Speaker, I am not the chairman

of the authorizing committee that
writes the laws for immigration or nat-
uralization. One would think that this
bill, from the comments of the last
speaker, is the committee that writes
authorizing legislation. We are not
that. We are the committee that appro-
priates the funds for the various agen-
cies that we cover.

If we were the authorizing com-
mittee, we could entertain all sorts of
authorizing legislation such as the gen-
tleman has just mentioned. But we
have an authorizing committee, and
the chairman of that subcommittee
will speak momentarily, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH). He does not
like the fact that this bill, the appro-
priation bill, sometimes tries to au-
thorize in his jurisdiction.

The minority leader has just made a
great case that he needs to present to
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Immigration and Claims of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary where those
issues belong. We are the appropri-
ators. We are not the authorizers. Give
us a break.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I wish to clarify that amendments to
section 424 of the District of Columbia
Home Rule Act are not intended to
limit the authority granted to the Dis-
trict of Columbia’s Water and Sewer
Authority in the District of Columbia
to maintain and otherwise independ-
ently manage the Water and Sewer En-
terprise Fund, create separate District
of Columbia Water and Sewer Author-
ity benefits, payroll, financial, and
budgetary systems, or to implement
and manage a separate procurement
system. Is that the chairman’s under-
standing?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ISTOOK. The gentleman from
Virginia is correct, that is my under-
standing.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I thank the
chairman for his support and coopera-
tion.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to make a
telling point.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, after
we have seen the majority try to at-
tach literally dozens and dozens of au-
thorization provisions, he now says, oh,
we could not act on the immigration
problem because it is an authorizing
issue. This committee has been willing
to authorize to shred privacy, but it is
not willing to authorize in order to
protect human dignity. I think that is
a telling difference.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman

from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ), the
sponsor of the three provisions of the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness pro-
posal.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, on
the other side of the aisle they con-
tinue to claim that the Democrats’
Latino and Immigrant Fairness pro-
posal is dangerous, radical, unprece-
dented. It is an amnesty, they say.

Well, where have they been? Clearly,
they have forgotten American history,
the history of a Nation built by and de-
fended by immigrants. What is sur-
prising is they do not even remember
their own recent Republican record.

In 1997, this Republican-led Congress
did the right thing and granted am-
nesty to tens of thousands of Nica-
raguan and Cuban refugees authored by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH).
That is the same relief we seek today
for refugees who entered the U.S. from
the same region for the same reasons
at the same period of time. Why can we
not give to Hondurans, Guatamalans,
Salvadorans, and, yes, Haitians, the
same protections we were able to give,
led by this Republican-controlled Con-
gress? They forget their history.

Where were they, those who claim
today that this is unprecedented, when
this House voted in 1997 to instruct the
conferees to extend 245(i)? I am sure
the chairman remembers when we won
that vote. Why did he have that vote?
Because the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH), both my
friends, demanded a vote. And they lost
the vote, big time. Why did they lose
the vote? Because Republicans and
Democrats joined together to say im-
migrant families should stay together.
And then a closed-door back-room deal
killed it after we won it right here on
the House floor.

And where were they when President
Ronald Reagan signed a broad 1986 le-
galization bill? Did they protest? Did
they claim he was coddling criminal
aliens? No, they honored Reagan and
idolized him, even today naming a post
office for him. Not only are Latino and
immigrant fairness proposals con-
sistent with American values, they are
consistent with policies when they
serve the GOP that they have whole-
heartedly supported.

Let us do the right thing. My col-
leagues have done it before; let us do it
again. Name the post office for Ronald
Reagan and follow the law he signed.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would prefer that
Members remain within the time con-
straints on debate yielded to them.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection in the
House.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the subcommittee Chairs and

the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG), chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, for their work on this
effort.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is perhaps the
most notable for what is not in the bill
than perhaps what is. One of the meas-
ures that is not in it contained a Sen-
ate provision that, under the guise of
spending restrictions, would have
changed governing law and abrogated
U.S. commitments to open worldwide
telecommunications markets, and it
was wisely kept out of this bill.

As the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Finance and Hazardous
Materials of the Committee on Com-
merce, the absence of any legislative
riders pertaining to our Nation’s secu-
rities laws was also most appreciated.
This is going to have to wait until the
next legislative session, when I hope I
can work together with the chairman,
the gentleman from Kentucky, on this
issue.

There are two significant matters
pertaining to this bill that have actu-
ally been considered under regular
order and passed by the Committee on
Commerce and House in overwhelming
margins. The first is the Local TV Act
that the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) had talked about. This
measure also includes a provision that
I advocated, along with the majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), requiring an independent test
of interference caused by terrestrial
video services sharing the DBS band. It
is very important to determine once
and for all whether that interference
causes problems with satellite tele-
vision.

Finally, the bill includes the provi-
sions of my measure, H.R. 3439, the
Radio Broadcasting Preservation Act.
For all those reasons and more, I
strongly support this legislation.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the District of Columbia and
Commerce, Justice, State conference
report for some very parochial reasons.
Specifically, I rise in support of the
$1.25 billion Federal loan guarantee
that this report provides for companies
who wish to provide local satellite and
cable services to our rural areas.

Earlier this year, my district re-
ceived direct hits from a series of tor-
nadoes. More than a dozen people were
killed and hundreds were left homeless
as a result of the tragedy. It has been
reported that these tornadoes were per-
haps the worst in Georgia history. The
outcome of these tornadoes may not
have been so devastating if my con-
stituents could have accessed our local
weather service.

The passage of last year’s Satellite
Home Viewer Act did eliminate a legal
obstacle, but there are still some finan-
cial hurdles. As we know, the satellite
companies claim that they are unable
to provide local service to all 210 mar-
kets.
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Mr. Speaker, the people in my dis-

trict need to be able to access their
local channels in order to be aware of
any emergencies. Today’s report will
perhaps put an end to those financial
hurdles that prevent that and open up
the satellite market to the majority of
Americans and make satellite and
cable TV available for the local people
in my area, particularly in areas like
those that were hit by the tornado in
Mitchell and Grady Counties earlier
this year on February 14.

Mr. Speaker, I would like you to understand
that my district is one of the many districts that
cannot receive its local broadcasting. This
issue is of vital importance to my district. After
the storm, I have received numerous com-
plaints from my constituents stating that they
were unaware of the dangerous storm and un-
able to properly prepare for its arrival. If they
were able to view their local stations, perhaps
some lives might have been saved.

In fact, they only plan to provide local
broadcast service to the top 30 to 60 markets.
The two viewing areas, of Thomasville and Al-
bany, located in my district are ranked 114
and 148 in the market, respectively. Given
this, my district would not receive their local
broadcasting via satellites.

Mr. Speaker, I urge immediate passage of
this Conference Report.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, let us find out how much time each
side has, and perhaps the Chair might
share with me who has the right to
close as well.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has
61⁄2 minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) has 1
minute remaining, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) has 51⁄2 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) has the right to
close.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Asia and the Pacific.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) and myself, I would like to
enter into a colloquy with the chair-
man.

We understand the chairman placed
$.5 million for the Congressional-Exec-
utive Commission on China. As the
gentleman knows, it will not be oper-
ating for much of the year because we
need to staff it up. I understand the
gentleman has looked at it and con-
siders this is not a benchmark for fis-
cal year 2002, but that perhaps the gen-
tleman’s staff is in agreement that it
would take approximately $1.3 million
for the upcoming fiscal year 2002.

Is my understanding correct on that
matter?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman’s un-
derstanding is correct.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the chair-
man.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from south-
west Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER).

(Mr. BOUCHER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I also rise in support of this
conference agreement, primarily be-
cause it contains the Local Signal Act
and is the only opportunity by which
the residents of rural America and the
small- and medium-sized cities around
the Nation will have the opportunity
to receive by their satellite dishes the
new local-into-local television service.

I introduced the original version of
this measure with my colleague, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE). It serves a very urgent local
need for rural Americans, and because
this conference agreement contains
that provision, I strongly urge its
adoption.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

b 1900
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, I sit on the Committee on the
Judiciary. I would like to respond to
the issue of the Latino Immigration
Fairness Act and the authorizing com-
mittee.

We made every effort to respond to
this issue in the authorizing com-
mittee, but we were denied by the Re-
publican majority. I would like to sup-
port this legislation. It is an important
piece of legislation. But I think it is
important to reunite families, the
same as we did for Eastern European
families a few years ago.

This legislation now is the only vehi-
cle to be able to answer the concerns of
Haitians, Hondurans and Guatemalans
and others who were left out. We need
parity.

In addition, this is the only vehicle
that we can support the Hate Crimes
legislation that has been denied to
many States in this country. I think
James Byrd, Jr.’s, heinous murderous
deceased condition obviously warrants
us passing both the Hate Crimes legis-
lation and, as well, this legislation
with the Immigration Fairness Act in-
cluded.

I ask for my colleagues to vote
against this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my outrage
that this House has brought forth the important
Commerce-Justice-State Conference Report to
be voted on; yet the Republican leadership
has not felt the need or importance to include
language to address the dreadful acts of hate
crimes. This move by the Republican leader-
ship is a slap in the face to the many people
here in the United States who have historically
been subjected to hateful acts resulting in
death, bodily harm, as well as mental and
physical anguish, only due to a person’s race,
ethnicity, gender, age or sexual orientation.

How can we as elected representatives for
the American people ignore our duty to ensure

that all people are treated equally? How can
we ignore our moral oath to protect people
from hateful acts that arise because of a per-
son’ race, ethnicity, gender, age or sexual ori-
entation? How can we allow hateful skeleton’s
of this country’s past to be revived and al-
lowed to infect our society today. Mr. Speaker,
this chambers’ silence on the need for hate
crimes legislation would do just that, and the
absence of hate crimes language in the CJS
Conference Report sends the message that
this country’s stance on crimes of hate is not
a top priority.

This issue is very dear to me and I am
ashamed that after two years from the date of
James Bryd Junior’s vicious murder on a
paved road in my home State of Texas, that
a Bipartisan Hate Crimes Prevention Act has
not become law.

Time and time again, I have come to the
floor and asked the Republican leadership to
support meaningful hate crimes legislation. I
have introduced my own hate crimes legisla-
tion and have supported legislation and reso-
lutions introduced by my colleagues in both
the House and the Senate. Yet, I find myself
coming before the American people once
again to compel the Republican leadership to
include hate crimes language in the CJS Con-
ference Report in order to increase penalties
on perpetrators of hate crimes before the
106th Congress comes to a close.

Mr. Speaker, the same tactics that have
been used in the Texas State legislature to
run out the time in the legislative session to
defeat the passage of hate crimes legislation
have been used here in the United States
Congress as well. When the James Byrd, Jr.
Hate Crimes Act was introduced in my home
State of Texas in January 1999, it was hastily
defeated in the State Senate. And when state
Democrats attempted to negotiate with Repub-
licans in the State Senate and the Governor’s
administration to get a bipartisan hate crimes
bill passed, political games were played to ex-
tend the process until the end of the state leg-
islative session.

As I have stated, this political ploy was not
only used in my home State of Texas, but it
has been used here in both chambers of the
United States Congress as well. We have at-
tempted to negotiate with members of the Re-
publican party to get hate crimes legislation
passed within the 106th Congress, however,
political games and wizardry have been used
to delay the process until the congressional
session comes to an end.

I therefore, call on the Republican leader-
ship, with the American People as my wit-
nesses, to once again ask for the passage of
hate crimes legislation to address senseless
killings and crimes of hate and to make a
statement that the United States will no longer
tolerate these Acts.

Since James Byrd Junior’s death our nation
has experienced an alarming increase in hate
violence directed at men, women and even
children of all races, creeds, and colors.

Ronald Taylor traveled to the eastside of
Pittsburgh, in what has been characterized, as
an act of hate violence to kill three and wound
two in a fast food restaurant. Eight weeks
later, in Pittsburgh Richard Baumhammers,
armed with a .357-caliber pistol, traveled 20
miles across the West Side of Pittsburgh
where he killed five people. His shooting vic-
tims included a Jewish women, an Indian, ‘‘Vi-
etnamese,’’ Chinese and several black men.
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The decade of the 1990s saw an unprece-

dented rise in the number of hate groups
preaching violence and intolerance, with more
than 50,000 hate crimes reported during the
years 1991 through 1997. The summer of
1999 was dubbed ‘‘the summer of hate’’ as
each month brought forth another appalling in-
cident, commencing with a three-day shooting
spree aimed at minorities in the Midwest and
culminating with an attack on mere children in
California. From 1995 through 1999, there has
been 206 different arson or bomb attacks on
churches and synagogues throughout the
United States—an average of one house of
worship attacked every week.

Like the rest of the nation, some in Con-
gress have been tempted to dismiss these
atrocities as the anomalous acts of lunatics,
but news accounts of this homicidal fringe are
merely the tip of the iceberg. The beliefs they
act on are held by a far larger, though less
visible, segment of our society. These atroc-
ities illustrate the need for continued vigilance
and the passage of the Hate Crimes Preven-
tion Act.

It is long past the time for Congress to pass
a comprehensive law banning such atrocities.
It is a federal crime to hijack an automobile or
to possess cocaine, and it ought to be a fed-
eral crime to drag a man to death because of
his race or to hang a person because of his
or her sexual orientation. These are crimes
that shock and shame our national conscience
and they should be subject to federal law en-
forcement assistance and prosecution.

Therefore, I would urge my fellow members
of the United States Congress and the Amer-
ican people to be counted among those who
will stand for justice in this country for all
Americans and nothing else. We must address
the problem of hate crimes before the 106th
Congress convenes its legislative business.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the distin-
guished minority ranking member.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, just one other point on
this bill. I find it ironic that the only
dollar item in this bill over which
there is a dispute is the provision
which prevents funding for the Govern-
ment to proceed with a suit against the
tobacco companies for past losses to
the Federal Treasury due to the use of
tobacco.

I find that ironic because that small
amount of money that the President
had asked for could have the potential
of bringing billions of dollars into the
Treasury to help us pay for the cost of
veterans’ medical care and to help us
pay for the cost of Medicare in general.
It just seems to me that is an incred-
ibly short-sighted decision to make.

All I would say, in summary, is that
the main reason to oppose this bill is
that it should not have been brought to
the floor in the first place in the shape
it is in today. We are trying to resolve
our differences and end this session. In-
stead, this bill exacerbates our dif-
ferences and extends the session.

I do not see how that is constructive.
I do not see how that gets our work
done. This is a dead-end bill. It is going
nowhere. If the Senate passes it, which

I doubt, the President most certainly
will veto it. All it means is that we
have together with what the House has
done on the tax bill wasted a full day
that could have been used to reconcile
differences rather than further empha-
size them.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of the
time.

Mr. Speaker, the D.C. bill is a good
bill. It should be going to the White
House tonight to get it signed.

I applaud the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) for the compromise
that has brought us to this point on
the D.C. bill. I regret that the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) cannot be here to express
the same sentiment.

The problem is it has been attached
with the Commerce-State-Justice bill,
of which many provisions are terrific.
It could be a very good bill. But as the
President has said in his veto message,
there are some things that could and
should have been changed.

One of them, as the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has said, would
allow the Justice Department to pur-
sue litigation to recover billions of dol-
lars that have been lost to the Medi-
care-Medicaid program particularly
through tobacco-related illness.

Another is hate crimes legislation.
Another is the anti-environmental
rider that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) has spoken
to.

Another is a very troubling concern
with regard to privacy protection of
Social Security numbers. That lan-
guage, I think, when it was revealed by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY), shocked many Members
that that kind of language could be in
this bill. But what we have spoken
about primarily is the fact that the
Latino Immigrant Fairness Act is not
included in this bill. This is the last ap-
propriate vehicle for this legislation to
be included.

The problem is that there are hun-
dreds of thousands of families who this
country has discriminated against un-
fairly that need this legislation. I say
discriminated against because all we
had to do was to treat all Central and
South American refugees in the same
way we treated Cuban refugees and
Nicaraguan refugees. It does not mat-
ter whether they are escaping from a
right-wing dictatorship or a left-wing
dictatorship. If they need refuge in this
country, we ought to treat them all the
same. But instead, the language in this
bill would perpetuate the current
patchwork of contradictory and dis-
criminatory policies enacted by this
Congress.

In fact, we have enacted a mean-spir-
ited law that vacated Federal lawsuits
on behalf of those wrongfully denied le-
galization in the 1980s.

What we are talking about are fami-
lies who have been here for more than
15 years who have been working hard,
who have been paying taxes, who have

been contributing to their community.
Very few are on any form of welfare.
They, in fact, are contributing so much
to our economy, doing the kind of
labor that a whole lot of Americans
would not want to do and certainly not
the wages that they have been getting,
that if they were deported, it would
cripple our economy in many parts of
this Nation.

I know in my own district, if we de-
ported these people that have been con-
tributing so much to our economy, it
would cripple many sectors of our in-
dustries. The fact is they are building
our buildings. They are helping to re-
pair our streets. Many are cleaning
homes. They are doing anything they
have to do to work hard to be able to
provide for their families. They are
Americans.

And who are we to say? There is not
a Native American here among the
Congress. We are all immigrants. This
is a Nation of immigrants. We are talk-
ing about people who have come to this
country because they believe in the
American dream. They have been
working hard. They have been paying
taxes. They have been contributing to
our economy and our society. They are
people of faith, faith in their God, faith
in this country, and faith that we will
not discriminate against them.

So this is our last opportunity. That
is why we made such a big deal about
including this legislation. It should
have been included. Because it was not,
we have to urge a no vote on this bill.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) chair-
man of Subcommittee on Immigration
Claims of the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I also
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 51⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I want to thank my two
friends, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. ISTOOK) and the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, the immigration provi-
sions in this bill unite immigrant fami-
lies and reward those who play by the
rules. This policy is pro-family and
pro-immigrant. The bill speeds up the
admission of immigrant spouses and
minor children of legal permanent resi-
dents so they can join their husbands
and wives and mothers and fathers who
are already in the United States. Their
wait now can be up to 6 years, and we
want to shorten that.

Another provision responds to one
group seeking amnesty who deserves
our help, those who met the conditions
set out for amnesty under the Immi-
gration Reform and Control Act of 1986
and who may have wrongly been denied
legal status by the INS. This bill would
allow those aliens to apply again.
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Mr. Speaker, the White House wants

to give amnesty to people who came to
the United States illegally, who prom-
ised to return to their home countries,
and failed to do so. We learned from
the 1986 amnesty that amnesty does
not end our illegal immigration prob-
lem. It actually precipitates even more
illegal immigration, as individuals are
encouraged in the belief that if they
can just elude the Border Patrol and
stand underground for a few years,
they will eventually get amnesty
themselves. It is no surprise illegal im-
migration doubled after the 1986 am-
nesty.

As for the White House proposal, let
us do talk about fairness. Central
Americans already have received what
they demanded in 1997. After the 1996
law changed the requirements of sus-
pension of deportation, Salvadorans
and Guatemalans asked that they be
able to pursue suspension of deporta-
tion using the pre-1996 standards. That
is exactly what we gave them in 1997.

In addition, Honduras did not even
have a civil war but has had a demo-
cratically elected government since
1982. Some Hondurans are currently in
the United States with temporary pro-
tected status due to Hurricane Mitch
in 1998. Their temporary status should
not become permanent. Otherwise Con-
gress might as well turn the temporary
protective status into a permanent am-
nesty program.

I will say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ),
who mentioned my name a few minutes
ago, that, number one, I was not in
Congress in 1986 or I would have op-
posed the 1986 amnesty. And second,
that there is a big difference between
those who suffered under a communist
totalitarian regime the U.S. govern-
ment opposed, such as in Cuba and
Nicaragua and fled the country, and
those who left the country whether it
was a government we supported, such
as in El Salvador and Guatemala.

The administration wants to include
a provision that allows illegal aliens to
legalize their status by paying a fine of
$1,000. This is clearly an incentive for
illegal immigration. Allowing illegal
aliens to adjust status in the U.S.
would reward them for violating the
law and would serve as an open invita-
tion for those waiting in line to enter
the U.S. illegally.

Hispanics across America agree with
us. A recent poll by the ‘‘San Jose Mer-
cury News’’ found that three times as
many Hispanic voters feel the Govern-
ment is not doing enough about illegal
immigration as think the Government
is doing too much.

Mr. Speaker, the White House wants
to reward law-breakers, which in-
creases illegal immigration. They
would give amnesty to as many as 2.5
million people, including dependents,
who entered the United States illegally
as recently as 1995.

Mr. Speaker, let us unite families, re-
ward those who play by the rules, and
give those who are wrongly denied

legal status in 1996 an opportunity to
reply. Supporting this bill does just
that.

Mr. Speaker, I want to conclude by
saying that I was reminded by the ma-
jority leader, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), a few minutes ago
that if anyone is in doubt about wheth-
er to support this bill, they should give
their case worker back home in their
district office a call who works on im-
migration matters and they will tell
the Member just how beneficial this
bill is.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my intention to vote for this agree-
ment, despite a significant shortcoming. I will
support it because this legislation contains im-
portant funding for embassy security,
counterterrorism activities, gun law enforce-
ment, additional border patrol agents, and the
COPS Program. I am the author of legislation
to reauthorize the COPS Program, and the
conference report provides $1 billion for the
program in Fiscal Year 2001, a $437 million
increase over last year. Included in this fund-
ing is an additional $75 million for gun crimes
prosecutions in high violence areas, as well as
$140 million for a new COPS technology initia-
tive.

However, I do have serious concerns about
provisions in this package that could weaken
protections regarding the sale of Social Secu-
rity numbers over the Internet. I am the co-
sponsor of bipartisan legislation, H.R. 4857,
the Privacy and Identity Protection Act of
2000, that addresses the fraudulent misuse of
Social Security numbers. This type of correc-
tive language is what should be a part of this
package. President Clinton has threatened to
veto this legislation because of this deficiency,
and if he follows through on that action, we
should take that opportunity to strike these
provisions from the conference report.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
as the Ranking Member of the Subcommittee
on Immigration and Claims, I have recently
become even more sensitized to the needs
and operations of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service. The Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service is underfunded and in many
areas there is mismanagement and chaos.

I have also had the opportunity to speak
with Members of Congress about the INS and
have listened to their concerns. The concerns
that I hear over and over again from my con-
stituents and from other Members of Congress
is that something must be done about the
backlog of casework within the INS districts of-
fices.

I am gratified that $4.8 billion was allocated
for Enforcement and Border Affairs for the
INS, which is 13% more than FY 2000 funding
which will allow for the hiring of additional bor-
der patrol agents.

As this body well knows, the 1996 Immigra-
tion Law authorized a total of five thousand
additional Border Patrol agents, to be added
at the rate of one thousand per fiscal year
from 1997 to 2001. INS did not request any
additional agents in its proposed budget for
FY 2000. This is greatly due to the lucrative
job market and the low unemployment rate.
The average salary for a starting Border Patrol
Agent is at a GS–5 level which is $22,000 per
year.

Last year, Congressman REYES and I intro-
duced H.R. 1881, the Border Patrol Retention

and Recruitment Act. The Border Patrol is not
able to recruit enough agents to meet this au-
thorizing level. When the appropriators keep
allocating each year an additional $100 million
each year for the INS to hire 1000 additional
agents, and the INS is unable to recruit these
agents, then what the Congress is doing is
leading the horse to the water but not helping
him drink. In the CJS bill last year language
was added that raised the staring salary level
from GS–5 level to GS–7 level, to slightly over
$30,000 and that was very good.

Lastly, the Congress needs to continue to
fund the INS with the necessary monies for
them to decrease their citizenship and adju-
dication backlogs. There is not sufficient
money in this Conference bill to do so.

I am also very disappointed that the $20
million for the PowerUp program is not in the
bill. The PowerUp empowers the Attorney
General to make grants to the Boys and Girls
Clubs of America for the purpose of funding
effective after-school technology programs,
such as PowerUp, in order to bridge the digital
divide in our nation’s communities.

The Boys and Girls Clubs of America have
2,300 clubs throughout all 50 states and build-
ing technology centers and providing inte-
grated content and full-time staffing at those
centers in the Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica nationwide will help foster education, job
training, and alternative to crime for at-risk
youth.

Bringing PowerUp into the Boys and Girls
Clubs of America will be an effective way to
ensure that our youth have a safe, crime-free
environment in which to learn the techno-
logical skills they need to close the divide be-
tween young people who have access to com-
puter-based information and technology-re-
lated skills and those who do not.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise in support of H.R. 4942, the D.C./
Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations bill
for FY 2001.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report takes
great strides to assist our law enforcement of-
ficers in the battle against illegal drugs. This
bill will provide millions of dollars in assistance
to local law enforcement organizations across
our nation as they fight to eliminate drugs from
our communities. One of the drugs that has
become an increasing threat to all of our com-
munities is methamphetamine. This drug is a
danger not only to those who use it, but also
to those who reside near areas where it is
produced. The production of methamphet-
amine produces highly toxic fumes that can be
lethal if inhaled.

In my home state of Oklahoma, the Okla-
homa State Bureau of Investigation has been
combating this drug at every step. Meth lab
eradication and cleanup is dangerous to our
law enforcement officers and to the sur-
rounding community, and expensive to en-
force. Mr. Speaker this fine piece of legislation
will provide the Oklahoma State Bureau of In-
vestigation with the resources to win this battle
against a truly devastating drug.

Mr. Speaker I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 4942, the D.C./Commerce, Justice,
State Appropriations Conference Report.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this important bill. In par-
ticular, this legislation includes important lan-
guage that will extend the benefits of a bill
passed nearly a year ago to all Americans, in-
stead of those in our most populated urban
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centers. That bill, the Satellite Home Viewer
Act, was designed to address a problem expe-
rienced by thousands of Americans who are
frustrated that they either could not receive
their local network signal or had to receive a
poor quality local network signal through a
rooftop antenna rather than receive a network
signal through their satellite provider. The bill
addressed this by allowing direct broadcast
satellite providers to immediately begin re-
transmitting local television broadcast signals
into the broadcast station’s area.

Consumers across the country expressed
their support for this legislation and the avail-
ability of ‘local-into-local’ technology. I know
my office received thousands of letters and
calls from constituents concerned about this
issue. This new law allows satellite providers
to become more effective competitors to cable
operators who have been able to provide local
over-the-air broadcast stations to their sub-
scribers for years. It will also benefit American
consumers in markets where local TV via sat-
ellite is made available by offering them full
service digital television at an affordable price.

More importantly, these consumers will ben-
efit from local news, weather reports, informa-
tion such as natural disasters or community
emergencies, local sports, politics and election
information as well as other information that is
vital to the integrity of communities across the
country. Local TV via satellite is already avail-
able to satellite subscribers in America’s 20
largest television markets. In these markets,
DirecTV and Echostar, the existing satellite
platform providers, have begun retransmission
of affiliates of the ABC, CBS, NBC, and Fox
broadcast networks. DirecTV and Echostar
have also announced their intention to begin
retransmission of local TV stations in an addi-
tional 20 or 30 television markets over the
next few years.

Ultimately, the two existing satellite platform
providers will provide local TV via satellite to
households in most if not all of the 50 largest
television markets in the United States. How-
ever, there are 211 television markets in the
United States, and in excess of 100 million
U.S. TV households.

Unfortunately, if matters are left solely to the
initiative of the existing satellite platform pro-
viders, more than 50 percent of existing sat-
ellite subscribers, over 6 million households,
will continue to be deprived of their local TV
stations; more than 60 percent of existing
commercial television stations, over 1,000, will
not be available via satellite; and more than
30 million U.S. TV households will remain be-
yond the reach of local TV via satellite. Put
another way, local TV via satellite will not be
available in 27 States.

So while the law enacted last fall has elimi-
nated the legal barriers to delivery of local TV
via satellite, it alone will not assure delivery of
local TV via satellite to the majority of local TV
stations and satellite subscribers. For that rea-
son I have joined with my colleagues in the
House to introduce legislation that will assure
that all Americans, not just those in the most
profitable urban markets, can receive their
local TV signals in a way that provides local
information in a competitive environment for
consumers.

This legislation we are considering today
represents a carefully negotiated compromise
between versions passed by the House and
the Senate earlier this year. I want to express
my appreciation to members of both bodies

and from both parties for their willingness to
work together to reach this agreement. Like
the original House bill, the substitute author-
izes the administrator of the Rural Utilities
Service, with the input of the National Tele-
communications and Information Administra-
tion, to administer loan guarantees not ex-
ceeding $1.25 billion for providing local broad-
cast TV signals in unserved and underserved
markets.

The loan guarantees will be approved by a
board consisting of the Secretaries of Agri-
culture, Commerce, Treasury, and the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve. This is a change
from the House-passed bill, which did not in-
clude the Federal Reserve Chairman on the
board. Like the House-passed bill, the loan
guarantee may not exceed 80 percent of a
loan, and the board may not approve a loan
guarantee for a project that is primarily de-
signed to serve one or more of the to 40 mar-
kets. The bill also retains House-passed re-
strictions on which lending institutions can
qualify for loan guarantees. In addition, the bill
retains a House-passed prohibition on the use
of the loan guarantee for the acquisition of
spectrum. Finally, like the House bill, the
board is directed to give priority consideration
first to unserved areas, then to underserved
areas.

Unserved areas are defined as areas out-
side Grade B where there is no access to
local signals from a for-profit multichannel
video provider. Underserved areas are defined
as those areas outside Grade A where there
is no more than one for-profit multichannel
video provider. The priority language has been
modified slightly to clarify that the board must
seek a balance in approving projects that
serve both unserved and underserved areas.

The bill includes language from the Senate-
passed version that encourages the delivery of
Internet and weather service signals, but it has
been clarified to ensure that the primary pur-
pose of the bill is the delivery of local broad-
cast signals. The bill also deletes language in
the House bill allowing the RUS Administrator
(rather than the board) to approve and admin-
ister guarantees for loans of less than $20 mil-
lion. The bill retains limitations on the use of
the loan guarantees by cable provides in their
franchise areas, but modifies the language to
ensure that in areas where the incumbent
cable provider is not required to provide serv-
ice, the bill remains technology neutral. The
bill also includes two technical changes to the
credit risk premium and administrative fee lan-
guage. Finally, the bill removes two unrelated
provisions included in the House-passed bill
related to translator services and copyright
must-carry laws.

In addition, this compromise incorporates
several suggestions made by the Administra-
tion and the Office of Management and Budg-
et. These changes include: (1) the elimination
of language allowing the loans to be split,
which would allowed the unguaranteed portion
to be sold in the market; (2) the elimination of
language allowing the guaranteed loan to be
less than fully collateralized; (3) several tech-
nical corrections related to the Federal Credit
Reform Act; and (4) the inclusion of language
requiring that the board adhere to the Admin-
istrative Procedures Act. All of these changes
will strengthen the protection of taxpayer inter-
ests and prevent unwarranted increases in the
cost of the program to the Federal govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, legislation similar to this bill
passed the House by a vote of 375–37 and
passed the Senate by a vote 97–0 earlier this
year. While we were unable to convene a for-
mal conference, this agreement we are con-
sidering today is a bipartisan compromise that
we can all be proud of. In particular, I want to
thank Senator GRAMM and Senator BURNS for
their help on reaching this agreement. Senator
BURNS represents the State of Montana, a
rural area that is vitally impacted by this legis-
lation. Both he and Senator GRAMM are to be
commended for their leadership in getting this
legislation passed through the United States
Senate. Senator LOTT, Senator STEVENS, Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, Senator GRAMS, Senator
THOMAS, Senator HATCH, Senator LEAHY, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, and Minority Leader DASCHLE
are also to be commended for their hard work
in negotiating this agreement.

The bill is crucial for Americans in rural and
smaller markets who rely on their local tele-
vision stations for news, politics, weather,
sports, and emergency information. Local tele-
vision is often the only lifeline folks have in
cases of natural disasters such as hurricanes,
tornadoes, blizzards, earthquakes, or flooding.
The bill’s language to encourage the delivery
of local television signals to these constituents
in America will not only benefit consumers, it
will save lives.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to thank sev-
eral individuals in the House, most importantly
my colleague from my adjoining district in Vir-
ginia, Mr. BOUCHER, whose leadership has
been absolutely vital. He too has a district like
mine that badly needs this legislation, but he
too recognizes the importance of this to all of
America. Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
THUNE, and Mr. SHIMKUS have also been
strong supporters of this bill.

I also want to thank the gentleman from
Louisiana, Mr. TAUZIN, the chairman of the
telecommunications subcommittee, who has
also worked tirelessly to see that this legisla-
tion becomes law this year. I also want to
commend the gentleman from North Carolina,
Mr. COBLE, and the gentleman from Illinois,
Mr. HYDE, from the committee on the Judici-
ary. I especially want to thank the Majority
Leader, Mr. ARMEY, for his dedicated work in
forging this compromise. Finally, from the
Committee on Agriculture, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. COMBEST, the gentlelady from
North Carolina, Mrs. CLAYTON, and the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. STENHOLM, have all
provided valuable support for this legislation. I
thank them all.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
the combined D.C./Commerce-Justice-State
Appropriations Conference Report.

Attaching the DC appropriations to the larg-
er Commerce—Justice—State bill once again
does a great disservice to the people of the
District. The DC portion of the conference re-
port is a great improvement over the version
passed earlier by the House. It includes provi-
sions that increase funding for two projects
that I have strongly supported: $25 million for
the New York Avenue Metro Station, and $3
million for environmental clean-up of Popular
Point along the Anacostia River. Both projects
are top priorities for residents and the City to
help spur new economics development activity
for the District. Combining it with the larger
Commerce-Justice-State bill, which contains
provisions wholly unacceptable to the Presi-
dent, means that once again the District is
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being held hostage to Congressional tactics. It
is unnecessary and it is wrong!

This bill fails to include critical provisions
that would bring fairness and justice to our na-
tion’s immigration laws. Last month, I joined
154 other House Democrats in sending a let-
ter to President Clinton promising to sustain a
veto of this bill should the Republican majority
fail the Hispanic community yet again. While
Republicans speak of compassion, their ac-
tions tear families apart and support inequal-
ities in our laws. The Latino and Immigrant
Fairness act (LIFA) provisions are critically-
needed pieces of legislation that would bring
fairness to families and individuals who call
America home, and who have made signifi-
cant social, economic, and political contribu-
tions to our nation.

I am cosponsoring legislation calling for all
three of LIFA’s provision: to allow those who
qualify for permanent residency to complete
the final stages of their application in the U.S.
rather than returning to their country of origin;
to provide Central American and Caribbean
immigrants who have been here since 1995
the right to apply for permanent residency (as
is the case for Cubans and Nicaraguans); and
to update the ‘‘registry date’’ which would
allow immigrants here since 1986 to apply for
permanent residency. Unfortunately, the Re-
publican leadership will not permit a vote on
our legislation and attaching it to appropria-
tions legislation is the only way this Congress
can provide justice to these families.

I am also disappointed about the failure of
this conference report to include the hate
crimes enhancement law as the Administration
had requested. Along with more than 190
Members of the House from both parties, I co-
sponsored the legislation to extend current
federal hate crimes law to cover violence moti-
vated by prejudice against the victim’s sexual
orientation, gender or liability. It will not be-
come law this year because Republican lead-
ers have shown once again that they are op-
posed to passing the legislation in any form.
We have a long way to go on to ensure the
safety on all citizens. I will continue to support
efforts to fight hate crimes and discrimination.

This legislation also does a disservice to the
environment. Section 636 of the bill would pre-
vent the Cuyahoga Valley National Park from
gaining stronger clean air protections. Provi-
sions in the bill also allow Coastal Impact As-
sistant funds to be used for environmentally
damaging projects and activities, making a
mockery of ongoing efforts to restore our en-
dangered coastal areas.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of Section 1012 of the Launching Our
Communities Access to Local Television Act
of 2000, Title X of the Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary and related agencies ap-
propriations conference report. Section 1012
provides for independent testing of terrestrial
technologies in the 12 GHz band. My support
for this section is conditioned on the under-
standing that this provision will not add any
delay to any current FCC proceeding.

The Satellite Home Viewer’s Improvement
Act (‘‘SHVIA’’), which we passed a year ago,
required the FCC to act on applications to pro-
vide local television service in unserved and
underserved areas. We gave the FCC one
year to make its determinations regarding
these applications, which at that time had al-
ready been pending before the FCC for nearly
one year. I am highly aware of the need for

local television and broadband services that
can be provided by new terrestrial wireless
technologies. The deadline for FCC action
under SHVIA is fast approaching and I expect
the FCC to act on the applications by Novem-
ber 29, 2000 as required. The residents of my
rural district have waited too long for service
that matches that which is available in our na-
tion’s more populated areas.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
opposition to the Commerce, Justice, State
and District of Columbia Appropriations con-
ference report.

In particular, this bill blatantly fails to ad-
dress our nation’s outstanding immigration
issues.

During the Reagan years, we supported
wars in many Latin American countries.

Thousands fled this violence.
While many people have found sanctuary in

the United States, America has not lived up to
its commitment to provide resident status to
these refugees. We made promises that we
have not fulfilled.

In fact, there are over 100,000 immigration
cases that remain unresolved from the
Reagan-Bush era.

These cases are nearly 20 years old and
have left many immigrants in legal limbo.

They have been denied expedited status
because they did not come from the ‘‘right’’
countries.

It is past time to correct the unfair and un-
equal treatment among Central American,
Latin American, Carribean and African refu-
gees.

Individuals and families who now have
deeply imbedded roots in the United States
must be given residency status.

We are not, as some have charged, giving
blanket amnesty to hundreds of thousands of
illegal immigrants.

Those people have played by the rules and
they deserve fairness and justice.

Immigrants are hardworking and have
helped our country propser. They exemplify
‘‘family values’’.

In my district and throughout America, the
immigrant community has made significant
contributions from which we all benefit.

We must not shut our doors on them.
I urge my colleagues to join me in opposing

this conference report.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

I am very disappointed in what the Republican
leadership brought to floor in the form and
guise of the Commerce, Justice, State Appro-
priations. As Ranking Member of the Sub-
committee on Immigration and Claims, I am
mostly concerned about the Latino Immigra-
tion Fairness Act. (LIFA) The phrase ‘‘compas-
sionate conservatism’’, has very hollow mean-
ing, if you just talk the talk and not walk the
walk. This LIFA proposal is the modern day
civil rights issue of our time, and just 12 days
to election day, the Republicans are thumbing
their noses at immigrants who have contrib-
uted to our society and are trying to play by
the rules. I say not deal to this proposal, and
I urge a no vote.

This involves amnesty for immigrants who
have paid their dues and have been in this
country since 1986, parity for Liberians,
Guatemanlans, Haitains, and Hondurans, and
restoring Section 245(i), which allows immi-
grants to adjust their illegal status, pay a fee,
and remain in this country with their spouses
and children. These are reasonable proposals,

and the Republican leadership has a blind eye
for fairness, for justice, and equity.

The Republican proposal to provide relief to
only 400,000 immigrants who were unable to
take advantage of the 1986 law for those en-
tering the country before 1982 is unaccept-
able. It is unacceptable because it leaves and
locks too many people out. This is a proposal
that is thinly veiled as an open door, but it
really is a feeble attempt to play up to the His-
panic vote during the political season.

The Republican legislation is a piecemeal
correction of the flawed implementation of the
1986 legalization program. Basically, those in-
dividuals who sought the counsel of a specific
lawyer and filed suit with him are protected,
while countless others are left out. Of those
people who are covered in the flawed pro-
posal, less than 40% are expected to prevail.
If the GOP acknowledges that the 1986 law
was not implemented correctly, they should try
to right the wrong entirely, not pick some win-
ners and losers based on what law firm they
signed up to represent them.

Also, it is important to understand that this
‘‘amnesty program’’ in fact is just a long over-
due update in the registry provision of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act. The registry pro-
vision gives immigrants who have been here
without proper documents an opportunity to
adjust to permanent status if they have been
here for a long enough time and have nothing
in their background that would disqualify them
from immigrant status. The legislation would
just update the cutoff date for registry which is
now set at 1972.

Then there is Juan Gonzalez who has been
working for a construction company in Hous-
ton, Texas for more than 13 years. Recently
he lost his job because he was not able to
present his employer a renewed Employment
Authorization. Since then his family is living a
nightmare. Juan and his wife Luisa are having
problems and close to a divorce. They lost
their home and rented a 2-bedroom apart-
ment. Unfortunately, their children are paying
the consequences.

We also need to remain ever vigilant on
NACARA parity. This would address an injus-
tice in the provisions of the Nicaraguan Adjust-
ment and Central American Relief Act of 1997
(‘‘NACARA’’). NACARA currently provides
qualified Cubans and Nicaraguans an oppor-
tunity to become lawful permanent residents of
the United States. The proposed legislation
would extend the same benefits to eligible na-
tionals of Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras,
and Haiti. The bill that the Republicans have
brought to the floor has completely left
NACARA parity out. I say no deal, and a no
vote.

Like Nicaraguans and Cubans, many Salva-
dorans, Guatemalans, Hondurans, and Hai-
tians fled human rights abuses or unstable po-
litical and economic conditions in the 1980s
and 1990s. The United States has a strong
foreign policy interest in providing the same
treatment to these similarly situated people. In
addition, returning migrants to these countries
would place significant demands on their frag-
ile economic and political systems.

Like Senator JACK REED, I have worked very
hard to ensure that the 10,000 Liberian nation-
als who have been living in the United States
since the mid-1980’s and have significantly
contributed to the American economy are not
deported. This legislation should also include
these Liberian nations.
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If the Latino Immigrant Fairness Act is not

enacted, hundreds of thousands of people will
be forced to abandon their homes, will have to
separate from their families, and return to
countries where they no longer have ties.

The inclusion of the Latino Immigrant Fair-
ness provisions would evidence our commit-
ment to fair and even-handed treatment of na-
tions from these countries and to the strength-
ening of democracy and economic stability
among important neighbors.

The Republican proposal creates a ‘‘V’’ visa
for people waiting in the family backlogs, but
not all, including US citizens. This counter-
proposal treats the family members of some
legal permanent residents better than US citi-
zens. The GOP proposal leaves out US citi-
zens applying for their children over the age of
21. Ironically, the GOP fails to help even
United States citizens seeking to reunite with
their spouses and children if the spouse of the
child fell out of status for six months or more.
In contrast, the Latino Immigrant Fairness Act
245(i) proposal would cover all people in the
pipeline to becoming legal equally. I say no
deal and a no vote.

The Republicans are failing to correct their
flawed legislation of 1997 and 1998. It was the
Republicans who passed piecemeal programs
in 1997 and 1998 for some refugees. These
flaws failed to correct years of uneven treat-
ment to legitimate refugees from Central
America, Haiti, and does nothing for Liberian
nationals. It is baffling why today the Repub-
licans are now turning their backs on the LIFA
proposal for long time refugees, that have
been in the U.S. for years, worked hard and
paid their taxes when a few short years ago
they advanced these same proposals.

In conclusion, there is not compassion here,
Mr. Speaker. Congress should stop trying to
trade some deserving immigrant groups for
others, and move to help all deserving immi-
grants willing to play by the rules, pay taxes,
and work hard in the United States.

I say no deal and a not vote. Send this bill
to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, and the Presi-
dent will send it right back.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr.Speaker, I rise to
join my Democratic colleagues to express my
outrage at the ommission of immigration fair-
ness from the Commerce—Justice Appropria-
tion Bill.

I am a Caribbean American and I am calling
on my colleagues to vote against this bill be-
cause it fails to right the wrongs that are being
perpetrated against Haitians and other people
from our region, Central Americans, Liberians
and others.

I also think that it is shameful that once
again the people of the District of Columbia,
the nation’s capital and our home away from
home, have their budget bogged down with
this bill that includes a poison pill that ought to
kill it here, but which certainly will be vetoed
at the White House. Why can’t we do the right
thing on this?

People of color across the country and
around the world cannot seem to get fairness
under this Republican Congress. District resi-
dents, Caribbean people, Central Americans,
Liberians and others deserve fairness just like
you and I.

Do the right thing. Vote no on this until we
get justice in the Commerce, Justice and Ap-
propriations bill.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, my
compliments to Chairman ISTOOK for the time

and energy he and his staff have once again
devoted to reviewing the D.C. budget and
bringing this bill to the floor.

Just a few years ago, the D.C. government
faced a financial crisis of epic proportions. The
situation was dire: the District could not deliver
basic services, and there was very real con-
cern that it would run out of cash to pay its
debt service and meet its payroll. Today, the
city’s population is stabilizing, the real estate
market is up, suburban residents are making
more leisure trips into the city, and jobs have
increased dramatically.

Next year the Control Board will go into a
dormant state, as anticipated in legislation we
passed in 1995. The city has balanced its
budget for a fourth straight year and its lead-
ers are showing, with only a handful of excep-
tions, that they are focused on fostering eco-
nomic growth and delivering basic services.
With the guidance of this Congress, D.C.’s
elected officials implemented tax cuts and
backed the procurement and regulatory re-
forms that have spawned the renaissance at
the Nation’s Capital. As an editorial in The
Washington Times said just a few weeks ago,
the face of D.C. is, indeed, changing.

This budget goes a long way toward con-
tinuing the tremendous strides made in the
Nation’s Capitol over the past six years. It
funds a wide number of programs that will
greatly enhance the quality of life for D.C. resi-
dents and those who visit and work in this
wonderful city—from enhanced resources for
foster care, drug treatment and public edu-
cation to money to clean up the Anacostia
River. This legislation provides full and vital
federal funding to construct a Metrorail station
on New York Avenue. There are funds for a
number of programs to bolster opportunities
for the city’s youth population, including
$500,000 for character education and
$250,000 for youth mentoring programs.

And there’s much more: $1 million for the
Washington Interfaith Network for affordable
housing in low-income neighborhoods and an-
other $250,000 for new initiatives to battle
homelessness. $6 million to cover the city’s
costs associated with the 2001 Presidential In-
auguration. $250,000 for Mayor Williams to
simplify personnel practices, money that will
allow the city to build on the many improve-
ments already underway in the area of man-
agement reform.

I am very pleased that the conference report
fully funds the D.C. College Access Pro-
gram—a program created by legislation I au-
thored that levels the playing field for D.C. stu-
dents by allowing them to attend state col-
leges and universities at in-state rates. This
funding ensures that the program will continue
to grow, so no students are denied the oppor-
tunity offered to those who attend high school
in each of the 50 states.

And finally, I am overjoyed that there is lan-
guage in this conference report that transfers
two school sites in Lorton to Fairfax County, at
no charge, to address the critical need for new
schools there. The legislation includes impor-
tant language that facilitates the land transfer.

I commend Chairman ISTOOK for this for-
ward-looking spending plan, a budget that en-
sures the District’s ‘rebirth’ will continue. I am
proud to have played a part in this city’s turn-
around these past six years, and I want to
thank the fellow members of my sub-
committee, both Republicans and Democrats,
for the work they have done to get the District

back on its feet. I wish Mayor Williams and the
City Council the best of luck in the future. This
city is on the right track, and it’s in good
hands.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, when it comes
to providing the most minimal help to people
of color and immigrants, the Republicans have
shown themselves to be colder than ice.

Twice the House and Senate have passed
hate crime prevention legislation to ensure
that crimes committed based on race and big-
otry are fully investigated and prosecuted. But
when it comes to basic fairness for people of
color or different sexual orientation, Repub-
licans are not compassionate conservatives
and they are not inclusive.

Similarly, thousands of immigrants from El
Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala, Haiti and Li-
beria fled their war ravaged countries in the
1980s and early 1990s. In 1997, the Repub-
licans decided to give amnesty to Cubans and
Nicaraguan refugees who had the right polit-
ical influence at the time. Despite any objec-
tive basis for distinguishing their situation, the
Republicans refused to help refugees from
Central America and Haiti. It is time we pro-
vide legal parity for these refugees who are
hard working, tax paying, important members
of our communities.

The Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act is a
straight forward bill to keep families together,
stabilize those who have been here for over a
decade and make our immigration polices sim-
ple and fair. Yet, it is not in this bill.

The GOP wants to give people of color and
immigrants crumbs from the table. This bill ex-
poses the Republicans’ true colors.

I have news for you—the President will not
let the congress leave without a Latino and
Immigrant Fairness Act. He will veto this bill,
and Mr. President, the Democrats have the
votes to sustain it.

I urge my colleagues to vote against this
bill.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the House
today not only adds insult to the injury that the
District’s budget has to go to someone else to
be passed. The House today penalizes the
District in the bond market and adds costs of
incalculable dollars in delay and duplication.

From the start of the fiscal year, this bill is
now four weeks overdue. More than two
weeks ago, we finished a very difficult proc-
ess. The Mayor and the City Council members
had been asking me, ‘‘Is it over? How soon?’’
And I replied, ‘‘soon.’’ ERNEST ISTOOK and I
then negotiated our way through the last
stages of the process and shook hands on an
agreement. Both of us felt a sense of accom-
plishment. Then there was only silence. I want
to thank Chairman ERNEST ISTOOK for his
service, for always working hard and for work-
ing with me. I want to thank Ranking Member
JIM MORAN for his hard work on this bill. Both
deserve better than this. District residents cer-
tainly deserve better.

I understand that the D.C. conference report
was held for a purpose, to carry another bill.
Today we see that the conference report was
held for no good purpose, because the bill it
will carry will be vetoed. I am told that the
Senate has problems with the Commerce,
Justice, State bill on tobacco and gun control.
Other controversial provisions include a cen-
sus privacy violation and an objectionable im-
migration provision.

However, this body needs to understand
what damage the delay in passing the D.C.
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appropriation does to the District. New money
for public schools, including new textbooks
and teacher pay raises—cannot begin. New
money for in-home care for seniors and the
disabled—cannot begin. Funding increases for
Foster Care and Child and Family Services,
which will reduce caseloads by hiring more so-
cial workers—cannot begin. In addition, 175
new police officers in this high-crime city can-
not be hired; 88 new firefighters cannot be
hired; five new charter schools, what the Con-
gress most wanted, cannot be funded; and
$4.5 million for school recreation centers, to
get our kids off the streets during the high
crime hours between 3 and 6, is on hold.

Thhis is what this House is doing to the Dis-
trict of Columbia today.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
opposed to the Commerce-Justice-State con-
ference report. I am opposed to this con-
ference report because it fails to include the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act, also
known as LIFA. I am greatly disappointed that
the Republican leadership has failed to sup-
port Latino issues as they once claimed they
would.

In 1996, the immigration reform law unfairly
separated families and created additional ob-
stacles for hardworking immigrants whose
dream was to become productive American
citizens. These provisions imposed under the
Republican leadership of this House, forced
many immigrants into a state of limbo.

Prospective immigrants already in the
United States, in the process of obtaining their
green cards were and still are forced to leave
the country and separate from their families,
many for as long as ten years before being al-
lowed to return to the United States. These in-
dividuals have been wrongly denied the legal
status they rightfully deserved since the
1980’s.

The goal of immigration law in this country
should be to keep families together and allow
productive citizens who work hard and play by
the rules to keep their current jobs, keep living
in their current neighborhoods and keep pay-
ing their paying their taxes by allowing them
as opportunity to become United States citi-
zens.

The lives of real people are at stake.
Throughout this election cycle, the Republican
Party has made claims that they are obviously
not truly committed to. The Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act is an important piece of
legislation because it effects the lives of our
neighbors, our friends, and in essence the
people that help this great nation function
each day.

Today, I join over 150 of my colleagues in
opposition of the exclusion of the Latino and
Immigrant Fairness Act and who are also
committed to supporting the President’s pro-
posed veto of the C–J–S conference report.
We can no longer continue to ignore these un-
just and biased immigration laws.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to address the issue of conflict diamonds.
Section 406 of this bill seeks to eliminate the
problem. Though I support this provision, I re-
gret that an alternative that I negotiated and
all sides agreed would be preferable was not
included in the conference report.

As our colleagues know, many Members of
this House are gravely concerned about the
role diamonds—a symbol of love and commit-
ment to many Americans—are playing in
some of the wars in Africa. Just this week, the

Catholic church reported rebel attacks on dia-
mond fields in Angola that left scores of inno-
cent civilians dead or injured.

In Sierra Leone, Angola, the Demorcratic
Republic of Congo, and until recently in Libe-
ria, rebels are waging war not for ethnic or re-
ligious or political reasons—but solely for
greed. Rag-tag gangs transformed themselves
into well-equipped armies by seizing diamond-
rich land, driving people living there out of
their homes or killing them, and then selling
the gems they stole to an industry that
couldn’t be bothered to do anything about a
trade they knew was devastating. In all, more
than two million people have dies in these dia-
mond wars.

Today, the industry is playing catch-up and
has come up with a solution to this problem.
For years it has ignored rebels’ role in over-
throwing a democratic government; in commit-
ting rape, murder, and mutilation on an un-
precedented scale; and in violating United Na-
tions embargoes on both diamonds from one
of these countries, and arms to all of them.
Over the same period, the diamond industry
has raked in phenomenal profits: last year
alone, the industry leader posted in 89 percent
increase in profits. Meanwhile, it has contrib-
uted only minimally and to just a few of the Af-
rican countries whose resources provide these
profits. With economies ruined by war and few
investments in peace, these countries’ young
citizens have few alternatives to careers that
begin as child soldiers.

Last year, Congressman FRANK WOLF and I
visited Sierra Leone. We met hundreds of vic-
tims of that diamond war in Freetown’s ampu-
tee camp, people who lost a hand, or a leg,
or both arms, or an ear to rebel’s machete.
We heard of the sick ‘‘games’’ rebels played:

Determining whether to leave a victim with
‘‘short sleeves’’ or ‘‘long sleeves,’’ depending
on what slip of paper he or she drew from a
bag.

Betting on the sex of a fetus, and then cut-
ting open the pregnant mother to see who
won.

We met a young teenager made pregnant
by rape and left to care for a rebel’s child with
two stumps where her arms once hung. We
spoke with a man whose right hand was cut
off because he was a student, and another
who lost both hands because he was a driver.
We saw an adorable toddler whose arm was
chopped off when she was just two-and-half,
and dozens of school-aged children who suf-
fered a similar fate.

We heard again and again that this butchery
was rebels’ way of punishing innocent civilians
for voting in Sierra Leone’s first election—a
psychopathic retort to the winner’s slogan,
‘‘given us a hand.’’ We left the country sick at
heart and determined to do anything we could
to help.

Sierra Leone is a country founded in hope
by escaped slaves. It is blessed with good
soil, wonderful people and abundant natural
resources. But it is cursed by diamonds and
consistently rated the poorest and most miser-
able in the world. I cannot imagine how the
amputees will survive in a subsistence econ-
omy. I can’t even begin to imagine the horrific
moments that brought them there.

But what haunts me most is the fact that
we—American consumers—are paying for
these atrocities. Today, rebels will earn $37
million from this blood trade, and two-thirds of
that will come from Americans. Tomorrow,

they’ll earn another $37 million. And the next
day, and the one after that.

Now, I know the young men and women
shopping for engagement rings, the couples
celebrating wedding anniversaries, and other
Americans have no idea of this blood trade.
They don’t know they are keeping these
butchers supplied with weapons, with drugs
for their child soldiers, with everything they
need to keep fighting. They don’t know that
diamonds symbolize misery to many Africans.

I know something else: when American con-
sumers—American taxpayers—figure this out,
there is going to be Hell to pay. Mr. Speaker,
you and I and ever member of this House
knows how kind-hearted our fellow Americans
are. They would never knowingly underwrite
this kind of violence: just look at consumers’
attitudes toward fur once they learned how
much blood was on that industry’s hands.

We also know that most Americans don’t
begrudge foreign aid—if it’s going to help
solve real problems. In the past decade, our
country has sent $2 billion in aid to the four
countries plagued by conflict diamonds. But
over the same period, rebels have smuggled
$10 billion worth of conflict diamonds out of
these countries, and used them to create the
need for ever more humanitarian assistance.
That adds up to nothing but more suffering for
the people caught in the middle of these wars
over diamonds.

Until now, Congress has demonstrated
shockingly little leadership on this issue, and
we have failed as a steward of taxpayers’
funds. There have been some shinning excep-
tions to this: Mr. WOLF, Chairman ED ROYCE
of the Africa Subcommittee, and Representa-
tive CYNTHIA MCKINNEY have done superb
work in highlighting these problems. I also ap-
preciate the support of other Members who
have co-sponsored my CARAT Act, which
forced the industry to address this problem.
Any I particularly want to thank Holly
Burkhalter, a human-rights advocate with Phy-
sicians for Human Rights whose dedication to
peace and justice has been constant for dec-
ades, and who has been creative and tireless
in her efforts to end this blood trade.

In the Senate, JUDD GREGG has been a lone
voice against U.S. complicity in the atrocities
associated with conflict diamonds. He was
able to include a provision in this bill that
marks the first Congressional action on this
matter. It is not an ideal solution, but I am
pleased to support its embargo of diamonds
from some of these blood-soaked countries
and hope to continue to work with him to
enact a strong alternative.

I had hoped that a substitute agreed to by
American jewelers and a human-rights coali-
tion of more than 70 respected organizations
(led by Physicians for Human Rights, Amnesty
International, and World Vision) would win
final passage. Unfortunately, our joint efforts
only won the Administration’s acceptance of
that provision late last night, too late to be in-
cluded in the bill before us today. It still is not
too late for Congress to approve this provi-
sion. My understanding is that this bill will be
vetoed by the President. Should the bill be re-
turned to Congress, I urge may colleagues to
include the provision in the revised bill.

I submit for the RECORD an editorial that re-
cently appeared in the Washington Post that
explains the status of this compromise. Our
colleagues all know of this Administration’s
many initiatives to reach out to Africa—and its
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many failures. Early in 1999, the United States
was a leader in efforts to end the trade in con-
flict diamonds. I am grateful that, late last
night, the Administration agreed to accept this
compromise, but I am sorely disappointed that
it ran out the clock. My hope now is that the
threatened veto of this bill will let us change
this provision before this becomes law.

If that doesn’t happen and the Gregg provi-
sion becomes law, there is still hope for U.S.
pressure to end the trade in blood diamonds.
However, reports that the Administration is
saying it will not enforce this provisions are
deeply troubling, as is the industry’s attempt to
renege on its compromise with the coalition
because of assurances it has received from
U.S. officials that they have no intention of en-
forcing it.

I will not accept the argument that this can-
not be enforced; the Constitution demands
otherwise, and two U.N. resolutions require
specific steps against two of the countries
named in this provision. It would be tragic if
this provision were to close U.S. borders to di-
amond imports, as the Administration initially
suggested it would. If that happens, I will be
ready to help remedy this situation legislatively
when the 107th Congress convenes. But the
possibility that this could happen ought to
have encouraged the Administration to agree
to the alternative compromise while there was
still time for Congress to act.

The tradegy of this outcome would not be
any loss to American consumers or jewelers—
because the standard practice is to keep a
year’s supply of diamonds on hand. Nor would
it be anything but a blessing to the people of
conflict-diamond countries. No, the real hard-
ship would fall on stable democracies like
South Africa whose economy depends on the
legitimate trade in diamonds.

The diamond industry and—until just hours
ago this Administration—have been far too
cavalier about responding to this problem be-
fore consumers begin to boycott diamonds.
Diamonds do tremendous good where govern-
ments and the industry work together; an ef-
fective boycott would devastate the economy
of Bostwana—once the poorest nation in Afri-
ca, and now one of its success stories—and
do similar harm to few other poor countries.

A consumer action is very likely, and I am
looking forward to participating in a respon-
sible one that stops short of boycotting all dia-
monds. On Fifth Avenue in New York recently,
outside of a swank store with some of Sierra
Leon’s amputees and others who share our
concerns. I urged consumers to go to the jew-
elry stores in their neighborhood and ask three
simple questions:

Where was this diamond mined?
Am I contributing to the bloodshed in Africa?
What are you doing to stop this blood

trade?
Untill these questions start sounding familiar

to American jewelers and until the diamond in-
dustry, the U.S. Government, and the United
Nations feel pressure from consumers to do
the right thing—whole nations will continue to
be a battleground.

I urge my colleagues to join in efforts to end
this blood trade. I urge you to raise these
questions with the jewelers in your district.
And I urge all Americans to stand up to the
war criminals in Africa and the corporations
that fuel their war machine, and to demand
accountability and justice.

[From the Washington Post Oct. 19, 2000]

A CHANCE TO CONTROL KILLERS

This time last year, the State Department
convened an international conference on the
role played by diamonds in Africa’s grisly
civil wars. In Angola, Congo and Sierra
Leone, the rebel bands that killed and
maimed civilians are driven or sustained by
diamond revenues: They fight less for polit-
ical reasons than to gain access to the gems
that will make their commanders rich. One
year since that conference, the movement to
control ‘‘conflict diamonds’’ has progressed
remarkably rapidly. And yet in the final
days of Congress, the administration may
miss a chance to press its advantage fully.

The chance presents itself in an amend-
ment sponsored by Rep. Troy Hall (D–Ohio),
which would give the diamond industry one
year to implement a scheme to track gems
from their country of origin to the handful
of centers that cut and finish them. After
they are minded, the diamonds would be
wrapped in tamper-proof, numbered package
and logged into a database; each time a
package crossed a border, that would be
logged tool. The idea is that the cutting cen-
ters could then refuse to take diamonds from
countries where they are known to be mined
by murderous rebels. Jewelers could buy
from responsible cutting centers with a clear
conscience; and the whole industry would
avoid a consumer boycott like the one that
undermined the fur business.

This scheme would not foolproof. Some
conflict diamonds might be smuggled into
nearby countries and packaged there. But
the monitoring regime would at least limit
that problem, because it would be accom-
panied by rules capping each country’s ex-
ports at the estimated level of its mining ca-
pacity. Recently Liberia has been exporting
many times more diamonds that it produces,
because its government is close to the limb-
chopping rebels who control Sierra Leone’s
diamond fields. A certification scheme would
stop such overt financing of, and profiting
from, butchery.

Almost nobody opposes monitoring. The
diamond industry itself designed the scheme
in conjunction with nongovernmental crit-
ics; most diamond-producing governments
favor it as well. Rep. Hall wants to build on
that consensus by allowing one year to im-
plement the monitoring scheme, then impos-
ing sanctions on countries that fail to com-
ply. The World Diamond Council, which
speaks for the industry, has endorsed the
idea of a deadline. But the administration is
wary, pleading that congressional deadlines
trample on its prerogatives, and that a hard
deadline is unwise. The danger is that, with-
out a deadline, the momentum of reform
may dissipate. The administration should
embrace this change to control the killing
gems.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the

yeas and nays are ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 206, nays
198, not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No 562]

YEAS—206

Abercrombie
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger

Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert

Bilirakis
Bishop
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla

Bono
Boucher
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert

Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering

Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Sununu
Sweeney
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—198

Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Conyers

Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)

Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
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Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Shadegg

Sherman
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—29

Ackerman
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Bliley
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Chenoweth-Hage
Crowley
Danner
Fowler

Franks (NJ)
Johnson, Sam
Klink
Lazio
Martinez
McCollum
McIntosh
Metcalf
Packard
Payne

Peterson (PA)
Shuster
Spratt
Stump
Talent
Tauzin
Thompson (MS)
Waxman
Wise

b 1937

Messrs. DELAHUNT, COLLINS, and
SHADEGG changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. BUYER, COX, and KASICH
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
without amendment a bill and a joint
resolution of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 782. An Act to amend the Older Amer-
icans Act of 1965 to extend authorizations of
appropriations for programs under the Act,
to modernize programs and services for older
individuals, and for other purposes.

H.J. Res. 116. Joint Resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

f

PERIODIC REPORT ON THE NA-
TIONAL EMERGENCY WITH RE-
SPECT TO SIGNIFICANT NAR-
COTICS TRAFFICKERS CENTERED
IN COLOMBIA—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 106-305)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) laid before the House the fol-

lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the
Committee on International Relations
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by section 401(c) of the

National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C.
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I trans-
mit herewith a 6-month periodic report
on the national emergency with re-
spect to significant narcotics traf-
fickers centered in Colombia that was
declared in Executive Order 12978 of Oc-
tober 21, 1995.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 26, 2000.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on each motion
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken tomorrow, Friday,
October 27, 2000.

f

INTERNATIONAL MALARIA
CONTROL ACT OF 2000

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 2943) to authorize additional as-
sistance for international malaria con-
trol, and to provide for coordination
and consultation in providing assist-
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 with respect to malaria, HIV
and tuberculosis, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 2943

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

TITLE I—ASSISTANCE FOR
INTERNATIONAL MALARIA CONTROL

SECTION 101. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-

national Malaria Control Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 102. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The World Health Organization esti-

mates that there are 300,000,000 to 500,000,000
cases of malaria each year.

(2) According to the World Health Organi-
zation, more than 1,000,000 persons are esti-
mated to die due to malaria each year.

(3) According to the National Institutes of
Health, about 40 percent of the world’s popu-
lation is at risk of becoming infected.

(4) About half of those who die each year
from malaria are children under 9 years of
age.

(5) Malaria kills one child each 30 seconds.
(6) Although malaria is a public health

problem in more than 90 countries, more
than 90 percent of all malaria cases are in
sub-Saharan Africa.

(7) In addition to Africa, large areas of
Central and South America, Haiti and the

Dominican Republic, the Indian subconti-
nent, Southeast Asia, and the Middle East
are high risk malaria areas.

(8) These high risk areas represent many of
the world’s poorest nations.

(9) Malaria is particularly dangerous dur-
ing pregnancy. The disease causes severe
anemia and is a major factor contributing to
maternal deaths in malaria endemic regions.

(10) ‘‘Airport malaria’’, the importing of
malaria by international aircraft and other
conveyances, is becoming more common, and
the United Kingdom reported 2,364 cases of
malaria in 1997, all of them imported by
travelers.

(11) In the United States, of the 1,400 cases
of malaria reported to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention in 1998, the vast
majority were imported.

(12) Between 1970 and 1997, the malaria in-
fection rate in the United States increased
by about 40 percent.

(13) Malaria is caused by a single-cell para-
site that is spread to humans by mosquitoes.

(14) No vaccine is available and treatment
is hampered by development of drug-resist-
ant parasites and insecticide-resistant mos-
quitoes.
SEC. 103. ASSISTANCE FOR MALARIA PREVEN-

TION, TREATMENT, CONTROL, AND
ELIMINATION.

(a) ASSISTANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the

United States Agency for International De-
velopment, in coordination with the heads of
other appropriate Federal agencies and non-
governmental organizations, shall provide
assistance for the establishment and conduct
of activities designed to prevent, treat, con-
trol, and eliminate malaria in countries with
a high percentage of malaria cases.

(2) CONSIDERATION OF INTERACTION AMONG
EPIDEMICS.—In providing assistance pursuant
to paragraph (1), the Administrator should
consider the interaction among the
epidemics of HIV/AIDS, malaria, and tuber-
culosis.

(3) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION REQUIRE-
MENT.—Activities referred to in paragraph (1)
shall include the dissemination of informa-
tion relating to the development of vaccines
and therapeutic agents for the prevention of
malaria (including information relating to
participation in, and the results of, clinical
trials for such vaccines and agents conducted
by United States Government agencies) to
appropriate officials in such countries.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to carry out subsection (a)
$50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2001
and 2002.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to
remain available until expended.
TITLE II—POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES

WITH RESPECT TO MACAU
SECTION 201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘United
States-Macau Policy Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 202. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS; SENSE

OF THE CONGRESS.
(a) FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS.—The Con-

gress makes the following findings and dec-
larations:

(1) The continued economic prosperity of
Macau furthers United States interests in
the People’s Republic of China and Asia.

(2) Support for democratization is a funda-
mental principle of United States foreign
policy, and as such, that principle naturally
applies to United States policy toward
Macau.

(3) The human rights of the people of
Macau are of great importance to the United
States and are directly relevant to United
States interests in Macau.
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(4) A fully successful transition in the ex-

ercise of sovereignty over Macau must con-
tinue to safeguard human rights in and of
themselves.

(5) Human rights also serve as a basis for
Macau’s continued economic prosperity, and
the Congress takes note of Macau’s adher-
ence to the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights and the International
Convention on Economic, Social, and Cul-
tural Rights.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the United States should play an active
role in maintaining Macau’s confidence and
prosperity, Macau’s unique cultural herit-
age, and the mutually beneficial ties be-
tween the people of the United States and
the people of Macau;

(2) through its policies, the United States
should contribute to Macau’s ability to
maintain a high degree of autonomy in mat-
ters other than defense and foreign affairs as
promised by the People’s Republic of China
and the Republic of Portugal in the Joint
Declaration, particularly with respect to
such matters as trade, commerce, law en-
forcement, finance, monetary policy, avia-
tion, shipping, communications, tourism,
cultural affairs, sports, and participation in
international organizations, consistent with
the national security and other interests of
the United States; and

(3) the United States should actively seek
to establish and expand direct bilateral ties
and agreements with Macau in economic,
trade, financial, monetary, mutual legal as-
sistance, law enforcement, communication,
transportation, and other appropriate areas.
SEC. 203. CONTINUED APPLICATION OF UNITED

STATES LAW.
(a) CONTINUED APPLICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

change in the exercise of sovereignty over
Macau, and subject to subsections (b) and (c),
the laws of the United States shall continue
to apply with respect to Macau in the same
manner as the laws of the United States
were applied with respect to Macau before
December 20, 1999, unless otherwise expressly
provided by law or by Executive order issued
pursuant to paragraph (2).

(2) EXCEPTION.—Whenever the President
determines that Macau is not sufficiently
autonomous to justify treatment under a
particular law of the United States, or any
provision thereof, different from that ac-
corded the People’s Republic of China, the
President may issue an Executive order sus-
pending the application of paragraph (1) to
such law or provision of law. The President
shall promptly notify the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate concerning any such
determination and shall publish the Execu-
tive order in the Federal Register.

(b) EXPORT CONTROLS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The export control laws,

regulations, and practices of the United
States shall apply to Macau in the same
manner and to the same extent that such
laws, regulations, and practices apply to the
People’s Republic of China, and in no case
shall such laws, regulations, and practices be
applied less restrictively to exports to
Macau than to exports to the People’s Re-
public of China.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1)
shall not be construed as prohibiting the pro-
vision of export control assistance to Macau.

(c) INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b)

and paragraph (2), for all purposes, including
actions in any court of the United States,
the Congress approves of the continuation in
force after December 20, 1999, of all treaties
and other international agreements, includ-

ing multilateral conventions, entered into
before such date between the United States
and Macau, or entered into force before such
date between the United States and the Re-
public of Portugal and applied to Macau, un-
less or until terminated in accordance with
law.

(2) EXCEPTION.—If, in carrying out this sub-
section, the President determines that
Macau is not legally competent to carry out
its obligations under any such treaty or
other international agreement, or that the
continuation of Macau’s obligations or
rights under any such treaty or other inter-
national agreement is not appropriate under
the circumstances, the President shall take
appropriate action to modify or terminate
such treaty or other international agree-
ment. The President shall promptly notify
the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
concerning such determination.
SEC. 204 REPORTING REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and not later than March 31 of each of the
years 2001, 2002, and 2003, the Secretary of
State shall transmit to the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate a report on condi-
tions in Macau of interest to the United
States. The report shall describe—

(1) significant developments in United
States relations with Macau, including any
determination made under section 203;

(2) significant developments related to the
change in the exercise of sovereignty over
Macau affecting United States interests in
Macau or United States relations with
Macau and the People’s Republic of China;

(3) the development of democratic institu-
tions in Macau;

(4) compliance by the Government of the
People’s Republic of China and the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Portugal with their
obligations under the Joint Declaration; and

(5) the nature and extent of Macau’s par-
ticipation in multilateral forums.

(b) SEPARATE PART OF COUNTRY REPORTS.—
Whenever a report is transmitted to the Con-
gress on a country-by-country basis, there
shall be included in such report, where appli-
cable, a separate subreport on Macau under
the heading of the country that exercises
sovereignty over Macau.
SEC. 205. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) MACAU.—The term ‘‘Macau’’ means the

territory that prior to December 20, 1999, was
the Portuguese Dependent Territory of
Macau and after December 20, 1999, became
the Macau Special Administrative Region of
the People’s Republic of China.

(2) JOINT DECLARATION.—The term ‘‘Joint
Declaration’’ means the Joint Declaration of
the Government of the People’s Republic of
China and the Government of the Republic of
Portugal on the Question of Macau, dated
April 13, 1987.

TITLE III—UNITED STATES-CANADA
ALASKA RAIL COMMISSION

SECTION 301. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Rails to Re-

sources Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 302. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) rail transportation is an essential com-

ponent of the North American intermodal
transportation system;

(2) the development of economically strong
and socially stable communities in the west-
ern United States and Canada was encour-
aged significantly by government policies
promoting the development of integrated

transcontinental, interstate and interprovin-
cial rail systems in the states, territories
and provinces of the two countries;

(3) United States and Canadian federal sup-
port for the completion of new elements of
the transcontinental, interstate and inter-
provincial rail systems was halted before rail
connections were established to the State of
Alaska and the Yukon Territory;

(4) rail transportation in otherwise iso-
lated areas facilitates controlled access and
may reduce overall impact to environ-
mentally sensitive areas;

(5) the extension of the continental rail
system through northern British Columbia
and the Yukon Territory to the current ter-
minus of the Alaska Railroad would signifi-
cantly benefit the United States and Cana-
dian visitor industries by facilitating the
comfortable movement of passengers over
long distances while minimizing effects on
the surrounding areas; and

(6) ongoing research and development ef-
forts in the rail industry continue to in-
crease the efficiency of rail transportation,
ensure safety, and decrease the impact of
rail service on the environment.
SEC. 303. AGREEMENT FOR A UNITED STATES-

CANADA BILATERAL COMMISSION.
The President is authorized and urged to

enter into an agreement with the Govern-
ment of Canada to establish an independent
joint commission to study the feasibility and
advisability of linking the rail system in
Alaska to the nearest appropriate point on
the North American continental rail system.
SEC. 304. COMPOSITION OF COMMISSION.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) TOTAL MEMBERSHIP.—The Agreement

should provide for the Commission to be
composed of 24 members, of which 12 mem-
bers are appointed by the President and 12
members are appointed by the Government
of Canada.

(2) GENERAL QUALIFICATIONS.—The Agree-
ment should provide for the membership of
the Commission, to the maximum extent
practicable, to be representative of—

(A) the interests of the local communities
(including the governments of the commu-
nities), aboriginal peoples, and businesses
that would be affected by the connection of
the rail system in Alaska to the North
American continental rail system; and

(B) a broad range of expertise in areas of
knowledge that are relevant to the signifi-
cant issues to be considered by the Commis-
sion, including economics, engineering, man-
agement of resources, social sciences, fish
and game management, environmental
sciences, and transportation.

(b) UNITED STATES MEMBERSHIP.—If the
United States and Canada enter into an
agreement providing for the establishment
of the Commission, the President shall ap-
point the United States members of the
Commission as follows:

(1) Two members from among persons who
are qualified to represent the interests of
communities and local governments of Alas-
ka.

(2) One member representing the State of
Alaska, to be nominated by the Governor of
Alaska.

(3) One member from among persons who
are qualified to represent the interests of Na-
tive Alaskans residing in the area of Alaska
that would be affected by the extension of
rail service.

(4) Three members from among persons in-
volved in commercial activities in Alaska
who are qualified to represent commercial
interests in Alaska, of which one shall be a
representative of the Alaska Railroad Cor-
poration.

(5) One member representing United States
Class I rail carriers and one member rep-
resenting United States rail labor.
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(6) Three members with relevant expertise,

at least one of whom shall be an engineer
with expertise in subarctic transportation
and at least one of whom shall have exper-
tise on the environmental impact of such
transportation.

(c) CANADIAN MEMBERSHIP.—The Agree-
ment should provide for the Canadian mem-
bership of the Commission to be representa-
tive of broad categories of interests of Can-
ada as the Government of Canada determines
appropriate, consistent with subsection
(a)(2).
SEC. 305. GOVERNANCE AND STAFFING OF COM-

MISSION.
(a) CHAIRMAN.—The Agreement should pro-

vide for the Chairman of the Commission to
be elected from among the members of the
Commission by a majority vote of the mem-
bers.

(b) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES OF UNITED
STATES MEMBERS.—

(1) COMPENSATION.—Each member of the
Commission appointed by the President who
is not an officer or employee of the Federal
Government shall be compensated at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual
rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV of
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code, for each day (in-
cluding travel time) during which such mem-
ber is engaged in the performance of the du-
ties of the Commission. Each such member
who is an officer or employee of the United
States shall serve without compensation in
addition to that received for services as an
officer or employee of the United States.

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the
Commission appointed by the President shall
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates author-
ized for employees of agencies under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United
States Code, while away from their homes or
regular places of business in the performance
of services for the Commission.

(c) STAFF.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Agreement should

provide for the appointment of a staff and an
executive director to be the head of the staff.

(2) COMPENSATION.—Funds made available
for the Commission by the United States
may be used to pay the compensation of the
executive director and other personnel at
rates fixed by the Commission that are not
in excess of the rate payable for level V of
the Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
title 5, United States Code.

(d) OFFICE.—The Agreement should provide
for the office of the Commission to be lo-
cated in a mutually agreed location within
the impacted areas of Alaska, the Yukon
Territory, and northern British Columbia.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Agreement should pro-
vide for the Commission to meet at least bi-
annually to review progress and to provide
guidance to staff and others, and to hold, in
locations within the affected areas of Alas-
ka, the Yukon Territory and northern Brit-
ish Columbia, such additional informational
or public meetings as the Commission deems
necessary to the conduct of its business.

(f) PROCUREMENT OF SERVICES.—The Agree-
ment should authorize and encourage the
Commission to procure by contract, to the
maximum extent practicable, the services
(including any temporary and intermittent
services) that the Commission determines
necessary for carrying out the duties of the
Commission. In the case of any contract for
the services of an individual, funds made
available for the Commission by the United
States may not be used to pay for the serv-
ices of the individual at a rate that exceeds
the daily equivalent of the annual rate of
basic pay prescribed for level V of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5,
United States Code.

SEC. 306. DUTIES.
(a) STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Agreement should

provide for the Commission to study and as-
sess, on the basis of all available relevant in-
formation, the feasibility and advisability of
linking the rail system in Alaska to the
North American continental rail system
through the continuation of the rail system
in Alaska from its northeastern terminus to
a connection with the continental rail sys-
tem in Canada.

(2) SPECIFIC ISSUES.—The Agreement
should provide for the study and assessment
to include the consideration of the following
issues:

(A) Railroad engineering.
(B) Land ownership.
(C) Geology.
(D) Proximity to mineral, timber, tourist,

and other resources.
(E) Market outlook.
(F) Environmental considerations.
(G) Social effects, including changes in the

use or availability of natural resources.
(H) Potential financing mechanisms.
(3) ROUTE.—The Agreement should provide

for the Commission, upon finding that it is
feasible and advisable to link the rail system
in Alaska as described in paragraph (1), to
determine one or more recommended routes
for the rail segment that establishes the
linkage, taking into consideration cost, dis-
tance, access to potential freight markets,
environmental matters, existing corridors
that are already used for ground transpor-
tation, the route surveyed by the Army
Corps of Engineers during World War II and
such other factors as the Commission deter-
mines relevant.

(4) COMBINED CORRIDOR EVALUATION.—The
Agreement should also provide for the Com-
mission to consider whether it would be fea-
sible and advisable to combine the power
transmission infrastructure and petroleum
product pipelines of other utilities into one
corridor with a rail extension of the rail sys-
tem of Alaska.

(b) REPORT.—The Agreement should re-
quire the Commission to submit to Congress
and the Secretary of Transportation and to
the Minister of Transport of the Government
of Canada, not later than 3 years after the
Commission commencement date, a report
on the results of the study, including the
Commission’s findings regarding the feasi-
bility and advisability of linking the rail
system in Alaska as described in subsection
(a)(1) and the Commission’s recommenda-
tions regarding the preferred route and any
alternative routes for the rail segment estab-
lishing the linkage.
SEC. 307. COMMENCEMENT AND TERMINATION

OF COMMISSION.
(a) COMMENCEMENT.—The Agreement

should provide for the Commission to begin
to function on the date on which all mem-
bers are appointed to the Commission as pro-
vided for in the Agreement.

(b) TERMINATION.—The Commission should
be terminated 90 days after the date on
which the Commission submits its report
under section 306.
SEC. 308. FUNDING.

(a) RAILS TO RESOURCES FUND.—The Agree-
ment should provide for the following:

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The establishment of
an interest-bearing account to be known as
the ‘‘Rails to Resources Fund’’.

(2) CONTRIBUTIONS.—The contribution by
the United States and the Government of
Canada to the Fund of amounts that are suf-
ficient for the Commission to carry out its
duties.

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The availability of
amounts in the Fund to pay the costs of
Commission activities.

(4) DISSOLUTION.—Dissolution of the Fund
upon the termination of the Commission and
distribution of the amounts remaining in the
Fund between the United States and the
Government of Canada.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
any fund established for use by the Commis-
sion as described in subsection (a)(1)
$6,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.
SEC. 309. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Agreement’’

means an agreement described in section 303.
(2) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’

means a commission established pursuant to
any Agreement.

TITLE IV—PACIFIC CHARTER
COMMISSION ACT OF 2000

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Pacific

Charter Commission Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 402. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this title are—
(1) to promote a consistent and coordi-

nated foreign policy of the United States to
ensure economic and military security in the
Asia-Pacific region;

(2) to support democratization, the rule of
law, and human rights in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion;

(3) to promote United States exports to the
Asia-Pacific region by advancing economic
cooperation;

(4) to combat terrorism and the spread of
illicit narcotics in the Asia-Pacific region;
and

(5) to advocate an active role for the
United States Government in diplomacy, se-
curity, and the furtherance of good govern-
ance and the rule of law in the Asia-Pacific
region.
SEC. 403. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.

There is established a commission to be
known as the Pacific Charter Commission
(hereafter in this title referred to as the
‘‘Commission’’).
SEC. 404. DUTIES OF COMMISSION.

(a) DUTIES.—The Commission shall estab-
lish and carry out, either directly or through
nongovernmental organizations, programs,
projects, and activities to achieve the pur-
poses described in section 402, including re-
search and educational or legislative ex-
changes between the United States and coun-
tries in the Asia-Pacific region.

(b) MONITORING OF DEVELOPMENTS.—The
Commission shall monitor developments in
countries of the Asia-Pacific region with re-
spect to United States foreign policy toward
such countries, the status of democratiza-
tion, the rule of law and human rights in the
region, economic relations among the United
States and such countries, and activities re-
lated to terrorism and the illicit narcotics
trade.

(c) POLICY REVIEW AND RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—In carrying out this section, the
Commission shall evaluate United States
Government policies toward countries of the
Asia-Pacific region and recommend options
for policies of the United States Government
with respect to such countries, with a par-
ticular emphasis on countries that are of im-
portance to the foreign policy, economic,
and military interests of the United States.

(d) CONTACTS WITH OTHER ENTITIES.—In
performing the functions described in sub-
sections (a) through (c), the Commission
shall, as appropriate, seek out and maintain
contacts with nongovernmental organiza-
tions, international organizations, and rep-
resentatives of industry, including receiving
reports and updates from such organizations
and evaluating such reports.
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(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than 18

months after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and not later than the end of each
12-month period thereafter, the Commission
shall prepare and submit to the President
and the Congress a report that contains the
findings of the Commission during the pre-
ceding 12-month period. Each such report
shall contain—

(1) recommendations for legislative, execu-
tive, or other actions resulting from the
evaluation of policies described in subsection
(c);

(2) a description of programs, projects, and
activities of the Commission for the prior
year; and

(3) a complete accounting of the expendi-
tures made by the Commission during the
prior year.

(f) CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON ANNUAL
REPORT.—The Committee on International
Relations of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate, shall, not later than 45 days after
the receipt by the Congress of the report re-
ferred to in subsection (c), hold hearings on
the report, including any recommendations
contained therein.

(g) ADVISORY COMMITTEES.—The Commis-
sion may establish such advisory committees
as the Commission determines to be nec-
essary to advise the Commission on policy
matters relating to the Asia-Pacific region
and to otherwise carry out this title.
SEC. 405. MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION.

(a) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be
composed of seven members all of whom—

(1) shall be citizens of the United States
who are not officers or employees of any gov-
ernment, except to the extent they are con-
sidered such officers or employees by virtue
of their membership on the Commission; and

(2) shall have interest and expertise in
issues relating to the Asia-Pacific region.

(b) APPOINTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The individuals referred

to in subsection (a) shall be appointed—
(A) by the President, after consultation

with the Speaker and Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives, the Chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Majority Leader and Minor-
ity Leader of the Senate, and the Chairman
and ranking member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate; and

(B) by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

(2) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than
four of the individuals appointed under para-
graph (1) may be affiliated with the same po-
litical party.

(c) TERM.—Each member of the Commis-
sion shall be appointed for a term of 6 years.

(d) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

(e) CHAIRPERSON; VICE CHAIRPERSON.—The
President shall designate a Chairperson and
Vice Chairperson of the Commission from
among the members of the Commission.

(f) COMPENSATION.—
(1) RATES OF PAY.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), members of the Commission
shall serve without pay.

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of the
Commission may receive travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, in ac-
cordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title
5, United States Code.

(g) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chairperson.

(h) QUORUM.—A majority of the members
of the Commission shall constitute a
quorum, but a lesser number of members
may hold hearings.

(i) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATIONS.—An af-
firmative vote by a majority of the members

of the Commission shall be required for any
affirmative determination by the Commis-
sion under section 404.
SEC. 406. POWERS OF COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS AND INVESTIGATIONS.—The
Commission may hold such hearings, sit and
act at such times and places, take such testi-
mony and receive such evidence, and conduct
such investigations as the Commission con-
siders advisable to carry out this title.

(b) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Commission may secure directly
from any Federal department or agency such
information as the Commission considers
necessary to carry out this title. Upon re-
quest of the Chairperson of the Commission,
the head of any such department agency
shall furnish such information to the Com-
mission as expeditiously as possible.

(c) CONTRIBUTIONS.—The Commission may
accept, use, and dispose of gifts, bequests, or
devises of services or property, both real and
personal, for the purpose of assisting or fa-
cilitating the work of the Commission. Gifts,
bequests, or devises of money and proceeds
from sales of other property received as
gifts, bequests, or devises shall be deposited
in the Treasury and shall be available for
disbursement upon order of the Commission.

(d) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.
SEC. 407. STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES OF

COMMISSION.
(a) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Commission

shall have an executive director appointed
by the Commission after consultation with
the Speaker and Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives and the Majority
Leader and Minority Leader of the Senate.
The executive director shall serve the Com-
mission under such terms and conditions as
the Commission determines to be appro-
priate.

(b) STAFF.—The Commission may appoint
and fix the pay of such additional personnel,
not to exceed 10 individuals, as it considers
appropriate.

(c) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the chairperson of the Commission,
the head of any Federal agency may detail,
on a nonreimbursable basis, any of the per-
sonnel of the agency to the Commission to
assist the Commission in carrying out its du-
ties under this title.

(d) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The chair-
person of the Commission may procure tem-
porary and intermittent services under sec-
tion 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code.
SEC. 409. TERMINATION.

The Commission shall terminate not later
than 5 years after the date of the enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 410. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this title
$2,500,000 for each of the fiscal years 2001 and
2002.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under subsection (a) are authorized to
remain available until expended.
SEC. 411. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title shall take effect on February 1,
2001.

TITLE V—PAUL D. COVERDELL WORLD
WISE SCHOOLS ACT OF 2000

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Paul D.

Coverdell World Wise Schools Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 502. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Paul D. Coverdell was elected to the

Georgia State Senate in 1970 and later be-
came Minority Leader of the Georgia State
Senate, a post he held for 15 years.

(2) As the 11th Director of the Peace Corps
from 1989 to 1991, Paul Coverdell’s dedication
to the ideals of peace and understanding
helped to shape today’s Peace Corps.

(3) Paul D. Coverdell believed that Peace
Corps volunteers could not only make a dif-
ference in the countries where they served
but that the greatest benefit could be felt at
home.

(4) In 1989, Paul D. Coverdell founded the
Peace Corps World Wise Schools Program to
help fulfill the Third Goal of the Peace
Corps, ‘‘to promote a better understanding of
the people served among people of the United
States’’.

(5) The World Wise Schools Program is an
innovative education program that seeks to
engage learners in an inquiry about the
world, themselves, and others in order to
broaden perspectives; promote cultural
awareness; appreciate global connections;
and encourage service.

(6) In a world that is increasingly inter-
dependent and ever changing, the World Wise
Schools Program pays tribute to Paul D.
Coverdell’s foresight and leadership. In the
words of one World Wise Schools teacher,
‘‘It’s a teacher’s job to touch the future of a
child; it’s the Peace Corps’ job to touch the
future of the world. What more perfect part-
nership.’’.

(7) Paul D. Coverdell served in the United
States Senate from the State of Georgia
from 1993 until his sudden death on July 18,
2000.

(8) Senator Paul D. Coverdell was beloved
by his colleagues for his civility, bipartisan
efforts, and his dedication to public service.
SEC. 503. DESIGNATION OF PAUL D. COVERDELL

WORLD WISE SCHOOLS PROGRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of

enactment of this Act, the program under
section 18 of the Peace Corps Act (22 U.S.C.
2517) referred to before such date as the
‘‘World Wise Schools Program’’ is redesig-
nated as the ‘‘Paul D. Coverdell World Wise
Schools Program’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference before the
date of enactment of this Act in any law,
regulation, order, document, record, or other
paper of the United States to the Peace
Corps World Wise Schools Program shall, on
and after such date, be considered to refer to
the Paul D. Coverdell World Wise Schools
Program.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 2943, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of S. 2943, a bill that au-
thorizes the appropriation of $50 mil-
lion for each of fiscal years 2000 and
2002 to combat malaria in the devel-
oping world.
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The International Malaria Control of

2000 would establish a program to com-
bat the spread of malaria in the devel-
oping world and to encourage other
governments and nongovernmental or-
ganizations to join our Nation in that
effort.

This initiative to save millions of
poor people would be administered by
the Agency for International Develop-
ment in conjunction with other appro-
priate Federal agencies and nongovern-
mental organizations, both in our Na-
tion and overseas.

b 1945

I commend Senator HATCH, the Sen-
ate sponsor of this legislation, for his
efforts to stem the spread of malaria
and to eradicate this disease that kills
over 1 million people annually. As in
the case of other deadly infectious dis-
eases, our Nation must and can do
more, and I am proud to be able to join
in that effort.

This bill also contains a title, H.R.
825, sponsored by the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), our distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Asia and Pacific Affairs of the Com-
mittee on International Relations,
which provides for the continued appli-
cation of U.S. laws and treaties to
Macau in the same manner as prior to
December 20, 1999, when Macau was a
Portuguese dependency. This title
would also apply U.S. export controls
and practices with regard to Macau in
the same manner as the People’s Re-
public of China. It would also require
periodic reports from the Secretary of
State on developments relating to
Macau.

The title contains no authorization
of appropriation, but it is an important
policy statement on the relationship of
our Nation with regard to Macau.

Title III of the bill contains the
‘‘Rails to Resources Act of 2000,’’ S.
2253, a bill introduced by Senator Mur-
kowski, which authorizes to be appro-
priated $6 million for the establish-
ment of the Rails to Resources Fund
and urges the President to enter into
an agreement with the Government of
Canada to establish a joint commission
of 20 members to study the techno-
logical and economic feasibility of
linking the rail system in Alaska to
the nearest appropriate point on the
North American continental rail sys-
tem. In recognition of the merit of that
initiative, the Transportation Appro-
priations Conference Report provided
$2 million for that purpose.

Mr. Speaker, title IV of the bill au-
thorizes to be appropriated $2.5 million
for each of the fiscal years 2001 and 2002
for the establishment of a Pacific Char-
ter Commission to carry out and mon-
itor projects in the Pacific region of
Asia with regard to human rights, the
rule of law, and for security issues and
to advise the Congress of the United
States on significant foreign policy
issues of interest to our Nation. The
Pacific Charter Commission will pro-
vide independent policy analysis with

regard to the manner in which the for-
eign policy of our Nation is carried out
and will be of great service to the Con-
gress and the American people.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, title V of the
bill would redesignate the Peace Corps
World Wise Schools Program, and the
Paul D. Coverdell World Wise Schools
Program. Title V incorporates H.R.
5357, a bill introduced by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), and
it is a fitting tribute to our late col-
league, the distinguished senior citizen
from Georgia, Paul D. Coverdell, who
also served as Peace Corps Director
with great distinction.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote for the adoption of
S. 2943.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume. I rise in
support of S. 2943, the International
Malaria Control Act of 2000.

Mr. Speaker, we are considering a
number of bills here today, or this
evening, really, as part of a package.
Mr. Speaker, S. 2943 addresses some im-
portant issues facing the United
States; and I want to commend the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), the chairman of the committee,
for ensuring that the actual text of the
bill that is included in this package ac-
commodated certain concerns on this
side of the aisle.

For example, the underlying bill
being considered today is an effort to
control the spread of malaria abroad.
Malaria has recently been making a re-
surgence around the world with more
and more people being affected by this
scourge and more and more people
dying from it. According to the World
Health Organization, more than one
million persons, one million, one mil-
lion persons die from malaria each
year, and more than 90 percent of all
malaria cases are in sub-Saharan Afri-
ca.

According to the Director General of
the World Health Organization, ma-
laria is taking a big bite out of Africa’s
economic growth. If we can control ma-
laria, we will see an acceleration of Af-
rica’s development; and family in-
comes, of course, will rise.

We have even seen treatment-resist-
ance strains of malaria emerging in our
own country here in the United States.
Between 1970 and 1997, the malaria in-
fection rate in the United States in-
creased by about 40 percent. That is
staggering.

As we know from our experience with
the West Nile virus, if we do not act
quickly to break the back of a disease
abroad, the inevitable result is out-
breaks of the disease here in the United
States.

So I commend the chairman for
working with us to focus this bill on
malaria specifically.

The bill also addresses the United
States relationship with the former
Portuguese colony of Macau. While
Macau reverted to Chinese control last

year, the United States must help the
people of Macau to retain their basic
freedoms to further develop economi-
cally and to deal with international
crime and narcotics problems. This leg-
islation ensures that the United States
will continue to treat Macau under
U.S. law the same way it was treated
prior to its reversion to Chinese con-
trol and signal to the Chinese that we
will closely watch how Macau and its
people are being treated.

This approach is really identical to
the approach that we took with Hong
Kong prior to its reversion to Chinese
control and is long overdue in Macau’s
case. This is simply good government
and ensures that Hong Kong and Macau
are treated in a similar manner.

The bill also contains text identical
to H.R. 5357, a bill sponsored by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS),
which actually does the renaming of
the Peace Corps World Wise program
after the late great Senator COVER-
DELL. This legislation also includes an
authority to enter into an agreement
with Canada to establish a commission
to study the advisability and the feasi-
bility of establishing a rail link be-
tween Alaska and the North American
Rail Net. It also includes legislation
that the House passed earlier this year
establishing a commission to study
United States policy in the Asia Pa-
cific region.

Mr. Speaker, we have worked to en-
sure that these bills address our con-
cerns. We have no objection to them
being included in the package. I want
to once again thank our chairman for
working with us.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) for her supporting
comments with regard to this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER), the distinguished chairman of our
Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise in support of the legislation,
particularly title II of S. 2943, which
encompasses the Macau Policy Act. We
have heard the chairman and the gen-
tlewoman from California refer to it al-
ready.

The Subcommittee on Asia and the
Pacific first considered similar legisla-
tion introduced by this Member at the
beginning of the 106th Congress in an-
ticipation of Macau’s reversion to the
People’s Republic of China.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation, among
other things, recognizes that Macau is
not Hong Kong, especially when it
comes to export control policy. There-
fore, the Macau Policy Act ensures
that the export control laws of the
United States shall apply to Macau in
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the same manner and to the same ex-
tent that such laws apply to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. This provision
ensures that Macau will not be used by
entities in China to circumvent export
control laws.

Mr. Speaker, the Macau title of this
legislation also clarifies and strength-
ens U.S. relations with the special ad-
ministrative region of Macau. It is tai-
lored to address Macau’s unique status
and individual challenges. It certainly
supports both short-term and long-
term American national interests.
Therefore, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Asia and the Pacific,
this Member supports the passage of
the legislation; and I urge my col-
leagues to support the Macau Policy
Act, which is title II of this legislation.

Macau was the last of the Portuguese over-
seas territories. It has an area of 16 square
kilometers (about one-tenth the size of the
District of Columbia) and a population of less
than 500,000 Macanese, 95 percent of whom
are of Chinese ethnic background. On April
13, 1987, Portugal and China issued a ‘‘Joint
Declaration of the Government of the People’s
Republic of China and the Government of the
Republic of Portugal on the question of
Macau’’—an international agreement similar to
the 1984 United Kingdom—PRC Joint Dec-
laration on the Question of Hong Kong. The
Joint Declaration specified that Macau revert
to Chinese sovereignty on December 20,
1999—which it did.

The United States has no diplomatic or con-
sular presence in Macau. U.S. interests in
Macau are monitored by the U.S. Consulate
General in Hong Kong. Unlike Hong Kong,
Macau is only a minor U.S. trading partner.
The U.S. provides no economic or military as-
sistance to Macau, and has no military per-
sonnel or installations there. Macau’s principal
industries are clothing, textiles, plastic prod-
ucts, furniture, and gambling and tourism.

On March 31, 1993, China’s National Peo-
ple’s Congress adopted a ‘‘Basic Law of the
Macau Special Administrative Region of the
(PRC),’’ which is similar to the 1990 Basic
Law of the Hong Kong Special Administrative
Region. In effect, the Basic Law constitutes
Macau’s post-reversion constitution. And, as
with Hong Kong, the governing concept is
‘‘one country—two systems.’’

At present, Macau is treated the same as
China, despite its ‘‘one country-two systems’’
status because its status has not been ad-
dressed through specific legislation like the
U.S.-Hong Kong Policy Act of 1994 addressed
Hong Kong-American relations. In other
words, U.S. laws that apply to China, including
post-Tiananmen sanctions, apply automatically
to the Special Administrative Region of
Macau. As a result, at this time, before the
passage of this legislation, Macau’s legal sta-
tus for purposes of U.S. domestic law is am-
biguous and problematic.

The legislation before the House today
would permit the U.S. to honor Macau’s post
reversion rights under the concept of ‘‘one
country-two systems.’’ For example, it will
allow the US to treat Macau as a separate
member of the WTO, apart from China, as
well as for other commercial purposes. By en-
acting the Macau Policy Act, we are, in effect,
trying to support the ‘‘one country-two sys-
tems’’ policy in Macau that has worked so well
in Hong Kong.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN), who is a very strong leader
and advocate on the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment of our
Committee on Commerce, and also our
ranking member.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for her leadership and I thank
the chairman for his leadership and I
thank the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER) for his leadership on
this issue.

In a Congress that has done so little
on health care, has fallen so far short
in passing prescription drug legisla-
tion, so far short on enacting a pa-
tients’ bill of rights, which clearly
overwhelming numbers of the public
support, this Congress has done a good
job in fighting international infectious
diseases. The Committee on Appropria-
tions has passed and sent to the Presi-
dent $60 million for tuberculosis con-
trol internationally, five times what
this Congress spent only 3 years ago to
combat a disease that is absolutely
curable. This Congress also has played
a major role in malaria control around
the world.

Gro Brundtland, who was quoted ear-
lier by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE). Gro Brundtland, the
General Director of the World Health
Organization, has said about tuber-
culosis, and she could also say it about
malaria, that tuberculosis is a political
problem, not a medical problem. We in
this world know how to combat tuber-
culosis; we in this world know how to
combat malaria. We can do better than
we have done with the political will.
This effort by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) has
actually made that major step in doing
that.

I would also like to take the oppor-
tunity to congratulate the folks at
Walter Reed. In part of the Defense
budget, when we passed money for the
Defense budget, some of that money,
not nearly enough, only a few million
dollars, goes to Walter Reed to do ma-
laria research. Most of the best malaria
research in history in this country has
come out of Walter Reed, not out of
private drug companies, not out of in-
vestor-owned corporations which do
not have a real economic interest in
combating malaria, but from tax dol-
lars. That is what has brought us as far
as we have come in malaria control,
and that can take us even further. That
is why it is so important to fund Wal-
ter Reed and do better with malaria
control that way.

To get an understanding, Mr. Speak-
er, to get a good understanding of what
we can do, and Gro Brundtland said,
these infectious diseases are political
problems, not medical problems. To get
an understanding of what we can do,
look at what the government of India
did in 1999. In one day, in the Republic
of India, the government and public
health organizations around the world,

including the Centers for Disease Con-
trol, woefully underfunded in this
country, but involved internationally
in so many good things; NGOs, the Cen-
ters for Disease Control, public health
authorities and the government of
India worked together and in one day
in December of 1999, vaccinated, immu-
nized 134 million Indian children in one
day. If we can do that, we can come up
with a malarial vaccine through the
Walter Reed research within the De-
partment of Defense in Bethesda,
Maryland, then we can come up with
much better action in combating tu-
berculosis, combating malaria around
the world, which stunts economic
growth, which kills children, which
breaks up families. These are diseases
that are caused by poverty, they are
bred in poverty, and these are diseases
that cause additional poverty. We have
an obligation for humanitarian reasons
and for pragmatic reasons to do some-
thing about it.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) for his eloquent remarks in
support of this measure.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I have no fur-
ther requests for time, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill, S. 2943, as amended.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

b 2000

PROMOTION OF ADOPTION OF
MILITARY WORKING DOGS

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and concur in the Senate amendment
to the bill (H.R. 5314) to amend title 10,
United States Code, to facilitate the
adoption of retired military working
dogs by law enforcement agencies,
former handlers of these dogs, and
other persons capable of caring for
these dogs.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and

insert:
SECTION 1. PROMOTION OF ADOPTION OF MILI-

TARY WORKING DOGS.
(a) ADOPTION OF MILITARY WORKING DOGS.—

Chapter 153 of title 10, United States Code, is
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amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘§ 2582. Military working dogs: transfer and

adoption at end of useful working life
‘‘(a) AVAILABILITY FOR ADOPTION.—The Sec-

retary of Defense may make a military working
dog of the Department of Defense available for
adoption by a person or entity referred to in
subsection (c) at the end of the dog’s useful
working life or when the dog is otherwise excess
to the needs of the Department, unless the dog
has been determined to be unsuitable for adop-
tion under subsection (b).

‘‘(b) SUITABILITY FOR ADOPTION.—The deci-
sion whether a particular military working dog
is suitable or unsuitable for adoption under this
section shall be made by the commander of the
last unit to which the dog is assigned before
being declared excess. The unit commander shall
consider the recommendations of the unit’s vet-
erinarian in making the decision regarding a
dog’s adoptability.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZED RECIPIENTS.—Military work-
ing dogs may be adopted under this section by
law enforcement agencies, former handlers of
these dogs, and other persons capable of hu-
manely caring for these dogs.

‘‘(d) CONSIDERATION.—The transfer of a mili-
tary working dog under this section may be
without charge to the recipient.

‘‘(e) LIMITATIONS ON LIABILITY FOR TRANS-
FERRED DOGS.—(1) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the United States shall not be
subject to any suit, claim, demand or action, li-
ability, judgment, cost, or other fee arising out
of any claim for personal injury or property
damage (including death, illness, or loss of or
damage to property or other economic loss) that
results from, or is in any manner predicated
upon, the act or omission of a former military
working dog transferred under this section, in-
cluding any training provided to the dog while
a military working dog.

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the United States shall not be liable for any
veterinary expense associated with a military
working dog transferred under this section for a
condition of the military working dog before
transfer under this section, whether or not such
condition is known at the time of transfer under
this section.

‘‘(f) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Secretary shall
submit to Congress an annual report specifying
the number of military working dogs adopted
under this section during the preceding year,
the number of these dogs currently awaiting
adoption, and the number of these dogs
euthanized during the preceding year. With re-
spect to each euthanized military working dog,
the report shall contain an explanation of the
reasons why the dog was euthanized rather
than retained for adoption under this section.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of such chapter is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new item:
‘‘2582. Military working dogs: transfer and

adoption at end of useful working
life.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BART-
LETT) and the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 5314.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5314 is a non-
controversial bill that helps facilitate
the adoption of military working dogs
at the end of their careers. This bill
passed the House of Representatives on
October 10, 2000, by a voice vote.

When the bill went to the Senate,
Senator ROBB offered three amend-
ments which are technical in nature
and merely tighten the language in the
bill which prevents Federal liability.
These technical amendments were done
at the request of the Department of De-
fense, and I concur with them.

Concurring with these amendments
today will move this bill to the White
House for signature. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Senate amend-
ments.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
5314 as passed by the Senate. The bill
before the House today promotes the
adoption of military working dogs at
the end of their useful working life as
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BARTLETT) indicated or if the dog is
otherwise excess to the needs of the
Department.

Currently, the Department of De-
fense does not have a policy to allow
these elderly dogs to be retired and
transferred to an individual or a pri-
vate entity that could provide appro-
priate care for the aging dogs.

H.R. 5314 would address this unfortu-
nate situation and allow elderly mili-
tary working dogs to be adopted by law
enforcement agencies, former handlers,
and other persons capable of humanely
caring for these honorable military
animals. The bill also includes a provi-
sion that limits the Federal Govern-
ment’s liability in cases where a
former military working dog is trans-
ferred.

H.R. 5314 provides military working
dogs the same rights as dogs that serve
in our community police forces.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BART-
LETT) for his leadership in this issue.
When first examined, Mr. Speaker, it
seems to be something which might
not necessarily be superfluous but
something which, on the surface, is
something that people do not even
have any idea that the situation was
occurring.

I think people just assume quite nat-
urally that, after a useful working life,
that animals would be taken care of in
a fashion other than having their lives
ended. The gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BARTLETT) took the lead on this,
and I want to thank him for it.

I think people all across the country,
and I can tell my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, for sure, once folks in my dis-
trict found out that I was working with

the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BARTLETT) on this, let me know in no
uncertain terms that they wanted this
bill to pass. If for no other reason, Mr.
Speaker, if I could address the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT)
directly, I want to tell him he is a new
hero to my wife; and he most certainly
can count on my support as a result for
his concern for these loyal working
military animals.

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I urge
most vehemently my colleagues to sup-
port this measure and congratulate the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BART-
LETT), not only for his leadership on
the issue, but for exhibiting yet once
again his concern for all elements of
military issues coming before our com-
mittee. It is an honor to serve with
him.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE) for his support, and I want to
thank his wife for reinforcing that sup-
port. It is really a pleasure to work
with the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr.
ABERCROMBIE). He has been nothing but
helpful.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BARTLETT) that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 5314.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

CARDIAC ARREST SURVIVAL ACT
OF 2000

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules, concur in the Sen-
ate amendment to the bill (H.R. 2498)
to amend the Public Health Service
Act to provide for recommendations of
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services regarding the placement of
automatic external defibrillators in
Federal buildings in order to improve
survival rates of individuals who expe-
rience cardiac arrest in such buildings,
and to establish protections from civil
liability arising from the emergency
use of the devices.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and

insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Public Health Improvement Act’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
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TITLE I—EMERGING THREATS TO PUBLIC

HEALTH

Sec. 101. Short title.
Sec. 102. Amendments to the Public Health

Service Act.

TITLE II—CLINICAL RESEARCH
ENHANCEMENT

Sec. 201. Short title.
Sec. 202. Findings and purpose.
Sec. 203. Increasing the involvement of the Na-

tional Institutes of Health in clin-
ical research.

Sec. 204. General clinical research centers.
Sec. 205. Loan repayment program regarding

clinical researchers.
Sec. 206. Definition.
Sec. 207. Oversight by General Accounting Of-

fice.

TITLE III—RESEARCH LABORATORY
INFRASTRUCTURE

Sec. 301. Short title.
Sec. 302. Findings.
Sec. 303. Biomedical and behavioral research

facilities.
Sec. 304. Construction program for National

Primate Research Centers.
Sec. 305. Shared instrumentation grant pro-

gram.

TITLE IV—CARDIAC ARREST SURVIVAL

Subtitle A—Recommendations for Federal
Buildings

Sec. 401. Short title.
Sec. 402. Findings.
Sec. 403. Recommendations and guidelines of

Secretary of Health and Human
Services regarding automated ex-
ternal defibrillators for Federal
buildings.

Sec. 404. Good samaritan protections regarding
emergency use of automated ex-
ternal defibrillators.

Subtitle B—Rural Access to Emergency Devices

Sec. 411. Short title.
Sec. 412. Findings.
Sec. 413. Grants.

TITLE V—LUPUS RESEARCH AND CARE

Sec. 501. Short title.
Sec. 502. Findings.

Subtitle A—Research on Lupus

Sec. 511. Expansion and intensification of ac-
tivities.

Subtitle B—Delivery of Services Regarding
Lupus

Sec. 521. Establishment of program of grants.
Sec. 522. Certain requirements.
Sec. 523. Technical assistance.
Sec. 524. Definitions.
Sec. 525. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE VI—PROSTATE CANCER RESEARCH
AND PREVENTION

Sec. 601. Short title.
Sec. 602. Amendments to the Public Health

Service Act.

TITLE VII—ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND
DONATION

Sec. 701. Organ procurement organization cer-
tification.

Sec. 702. Designation of Give Thanks, Give Life
Day.

TITLE VIII—ALZHEIMER’S CLINICAL
RESEARCH AND TRAINING

Sec. 801. Alzheimer’s clinical research and
training awards.

TITLE IX—SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED DIS-
EASE CLINICAL RESEARCH AND TRAIN-
ING

Sec. 901. Sexually transmitted disease clinical
research and training awards.

TITLE X—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISION

Sec. 1001. Technical correction to the Children’s
Health Act of 2000.

TITLE I—EMERGING THREATS TO PUBLIC
HEALTH

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Public Health

Threats and Emergencies Act’’.
SEC. 102. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH

SERVICE ACT.
Part B of title III of the Public Health Service

Act (42 U.S.C. 243 et seq.) is amended by striking
section 319 and inserting the following:
‘‘SEC. 319. PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCIES.

‘‘(a) EMERGENCIES.—If the Secretary deter-
mines, after consultation with such public
health officials as may be necessary, that—

‘‘(1) a disease or disorder presents a public
health emergency; or

‘‘(2) a public health emergency, including sig-
nificant outbreaks of infectious diseases or bio-
terrorist attacks, otherwise exists,
the Secretary may take such action as may be
appropriate to respond to the public health
emergency, including making grants and enter-
ing into contracts and conducting and sup-
porting investigations into the cause, treatment,
or prevention of a disease or disorder as de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2).

‘‘(b) PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY FUND.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the

Treasury a fund to be designated as the ‘Public
Health Emergency Fund’ to be made available
to the Secretary without fiscal year limitation to
carry out subsection (a) only if a public health
emergency has been declared by the Secretary
under such subsection. There is authorized to be
appropriated to the Fund such sums as may be
necessary.

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the
end of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall pre-
pare and submit to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate and the
Committee on Commerce and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representatives
a report describing—

‘‘(A) the expenditures made from the Public
Health Emergency Fund in such fiscal year; and

‘‘(B) each public health emergency for which
the expenditures were made and the activities
undertaken with respect to each emergency
which was conducted or supported by expendi-
tures from the Fund.

‘‘(c) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds ap-
propriated under this section shall be used to
supplement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local public funds provided for activi-
ties under this section.
‘‘SEC. 319A. NATIONAL NEEDS TO COMBAT

THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH.
‘‘(a) CAPACITIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this section, the Sec-
retary, and such Administrators, Directors, or
Commissioners, as may be appropriate, and in
collaboration with State and local health offi-
cials, shall establish reasonable capacities that
are appropriate for national, State, and local
public health systems and the personnel or work
forces of such systems. Such capacities shall be
revised every 10 years, or more frequently as the
Secretary determines to be necessary.

‘‘(2) BASIS.—The capacities established under
paragraph (1) shall improve, enhance or expand
the capacity of national, state and local public
health agencies to detect and respond effectively
to significant public health threats, including
major outbreaks of infectious disease, pathogens
resistant to antimicrobial agents and acts of bio-
terrorism. Such capacities may include the ca-
pacity to—

‘‘(A) recognize the clinical signs and epidemio-
logical characteristic of significant outbreaks of
infectious disease;

‘‘(B) identify disease-causing pathogens rap-
idly and accurately;

‘‘(C) develop and implement plans to provide
medical care for persons infected with disease-
causing agents and to provide preventive care as

needed for individuals likely to be exposed to
disease-causing agents;

‘‘(D) communicate information relevant to sig-
nificant public health threats rapidly to local,
State and national health agencies, and health
care providers; or

‘‘(E) develop or implement policies to prevent
the spread of infectious disease or antimicrobial
resistance.

‘‘(b) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds ap-
propriated under this section shall be used to
supplement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local public funds provided for activi-
ties under this section.

‘‘(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
shall provide technical assistance to the States
to assist such States in fulfilling the require-
ments of this section.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year through 2006.
‘‘SEC. 319B. ASSESSMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

NEEDS.
‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—Not later than 1

year after the date of enactment of this section
and every 10 years thereafter, the Secretary
shall award grants to States, or consortia of 2 or
more States or political subdivisions of States, to
perform, in collaboration with local public
health agencies, an evaluation to determine the
extent to which the States or local public health
agencies can achieve the capacities applicable to
State and local public health agencies described
in subsection (a) of section 319A. The Secretary
shall provide technical assistance to States, or
consortia of 2 or more States or political subdivi-
sions of States, in addition to awarding such
grants.

‘‘(b) PROCEDURE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State, or a consortium of

2 or more States or political subdivisions of
States, may contract with an outside entity to
perform the evaluation described in subsection
(a).

‘‘(2) METHODS.—To the extent practicable, the
evaluation described in subsection (a) shall be
completed by using methods, to be developed by
the Secretary in collaboration with State and
local health officials, that facilitate the com-
parison of evaluations conducted by a State to
those conducted by other States receiving funds
under this section.

‘‘(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the
date on which a State, or a consortium of 2 or
more States or political subdivisions of States,
receives a grant under this subsection, such
State, or a consortium of 2 or more States or po-
litical subdivisions of States, shall prepare and
submit to the Secretary a report describing the
results of the evaluation described in subsection
(a) with respect to such State, or consortia of 2
or more States or political subdivisions of States.

‘‘(d) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds ap-
propriated under this section shall be used to
supplement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local public funds provided for activi-
ties under this section.

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $45,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year through 2003.
‘‘SEC. 319C. GRANTS TO IMPROVE STATE AND

LOCAL PUBLIC HEALTH AGENCIES.
‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary

shall award competitive grants to eligible enti-
ties to address core public health capacity needs
using the capacities developed under section
319A, with a particular focus on building capac-
ity to identify, detect, monitor, and respond to
threats to the public health.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—A State or political
subdivision of a State, or a consortium of 2 or
more States or political subdivisions of States,
that has completed an evaluation under section
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319B(a), or an evaluation that is substantially
equivalent as determined by the Secretary under
section 319B(a), shall be eligible for grants
under subsection (a).

‘‘(c) USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible entity that
receives a grant under subsection (a), may use
funds received under such grant to—

‘‘(1) train public health personnel;
‘‘(2) develop, enhance, coordinate, or improve

participation in an electronic network by which
disease detection and public health related in-
formation can be rapidly shared among na-
tional, regional, State, and local public health
agencies and health care providers;

‘‘(3) develop a plan for responding to public
health emergencies, including significant out-
breaks of infectious diseases or bioterrorism at-
tacks, which is coordinated with the capacities
of applicable national, State, and local health
agencies and health care providers; and

‘‘(4) enhance laboratory capacity and facili-
ties.

‘‘(d) REPORT.—No later than January 1, 2005,
the Secretary shall prepare and submit to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate and the Committee on Commerce
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives a report that describes
the activities carried out under sections 319A,
319B, and 319C.

‘‘(e) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds ap-
propriated under this section shall be used to
supplement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local public funds provided for activi-
ties under this section.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year through 2006.
‘‘SEC. 319D. REVITALIZING THE CENTERS FOR

DISEASE CONTROL AND PREVEN-
TION.

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention have an
essential role in defending against and combat-
ting public health threats of the twenty-first
century and requires secure and modern facili-
ties that are sufficient to enable such Centers to
conduct this important mission.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purposes of achieving the mission of the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention de-
scribed in subsection (a), for constructing new
facilities and renovating existing facilities of
such Centers, including laboratories, laboratory
support buildings, health communication facili-
ties, office buildings and other facilities and in-
frastructure, for better conducting the capacities
described in section 319A, and for supporting re-
lated public health activities, there are author-
ized to be appropriated $180,000,000 for fiscal
year 2001, and such sums as may be necessary
for each subsequent fiscal year through 2010.
‘‘SEC. 319E. COMBATING ANTIMICROBIAL RESIST-

ANCE.
‘‘(a) TASK FORCE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-

lish an Antimicrobial Resistance Task Force to
provide advice and recommendations to the Sec-
retary and coordinate Federal programs relating
to antimicrobial resistance. The Secretary may
appoint or select a committee, or other organiza-
tion in existence as of the date of enactment of
this section, to serve as such a task force, if
such committee, or other organization meets the
requirements of this section.

‘‘(2) MEMBERS OF TASK FORCE.—The task
force described in paragraph (1) shall be com-
posed of representatives from such Federal
agencies, and shall seek input from public
health constituencies, manufacturers, veteri-
nary and medical professional societies and oth-
ers, as determined to be necessary by the Sec-
retary, to develop and implement a comprehen-
sive plan to address the public health threat of
antimicrobial resistance.

‘‘(3) AGENDA.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The task force described in

paragraph (1) shall consider factors the Sec-
retary considers appropriate, including—

‘‘(i) public health factors contributing to in-
creasing antimicrobial resistance;

‘‘(ii) public health needs to detect and monitor
antimicrobial resistance;

‘‘(iii) detection, prevention, and control strat-
egies for resistant pathogens;

‘‘(iv) the need for improved information and
data collection;

‘‘(v) the assessment of the risk imposed by
pathogens presenting a threat to the public
health; and

‘‘(vi) any other issues which the Secretary de-
termines are relevant to antimicrobial resist-
ance.

‘‘(B) DETECTION AND CONTROL.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with the task force de-
scribed in paragraph (1) and State and local
public health officials, shall—

‘‘(i) develop, improve, coordinate or enhance
participation in a surveillance plan to detect
and monitor emerging antimicrobial resistance;
and

‘‘(ii) develop, improve, coordinate or enhance
participation in an integrated information sys-
tem to assimilate, analyze, and exchange anti-
microbial resistance data between public health
departments.

‘‘(4) MEETINGS.—The task force described
under paragraph (1) shall convene not less than
twice a year, or more frequently as the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate.

‘‘(b) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT OF NEW
ANTIMICROBIAL DRUGS AND DIAGNOSTICS.—The
Secretary and the Director of Agricultural Re-
search Services, consistent with the rec-
ommendations of the task force established
under subsection (a), shall conduct and support
research, investigations, experiments, dem-
onstrations, and studies in the health sciences
that are related to—

‘‘(1) the development of new therapeutics, in-
cluding vaccines and antimicrobials, against re-
sistant pathogens;

‘‘(2) the development or testing of medical
diagnostics to detect pathogens resistant to
antimicrobials;

‘‘(3) the epidemiology, mechanisms, and
pathogenesis of antimicrobial resistance;

‘‘(4) the sequencing of the genomes of priority
pathogens as determined by the Director of the
National Institutes of Health in consultation
with the task force established under subsection
(a); and

‘‘(5) other relevant research areas.
‘‘(c) EDUCATION OF MEDICAL AND PUBLIC

HEALTH PERSONNEL.—The Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Assistant Secretary for
Health, the Surgeon General, the Director of the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the
Administrator of the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration, the Director of the Agency
for Healthcare Research and Quality, members
of the task force described in subsection (a), pro-
fessional organizations and societies, and such
other public health officials as may be nec-
essary, shall—

‘‘(1) develop and implement educational pro-
grams to increase the awareness of the general
public with respect to the public health threat of
antimicrobial resistance and the appropriate use
of antibiotics;

‘‘(2) develop and implement educational pro-
grams to instruct health care professionals in
the prudent use of antibiotics; and

‘‘(3) develop and implement programs to train
laboratory personnel in the recognition or iden-
tification of resistance in pathogens.

‘‘(d) GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award

competitive grants to eligible entities to enable
such entities to increase the capacity to detect,
monitor, and combat antimicrobial resistance.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Eligible entities for
grants under paragraph (1) shall be State or

local public health agencies, Indian tribes or
tribal organizations, or other public or private
nonprofit entities.

‘‘(3) USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible entity receiv-
ing a grant under paragraph (1) shall use funds
from such grant for activities that are consistent
with the factors identified by the task force
under subsection (a)(3), which may include ac-
tivities that—

‘‘(A) provide training to enable such entity to
identify patterns of resistance rapidly and accu-
rately;

‘‘(B) develop, improve, coordinate or enhance
participation in information systems by which
data on resistant infections can be shared rap-
idly among relevant national, State, and local
health agencies and health care providers; and

‘‘(C) develop and implement policies to control
the spread of antimicrobial resistance.

‘‘(e) GRANTS FOR DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award
competitive grants to eligible entities to establish
demonstration programs to promote judicious
use of antimicrobial drugs or control the spread
of antimicrobial-resistant pathogens.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Eligible entities for
grants under paragraph (1) may include hos-
pitals, clinics, institutions of long-term care,
professional medical societies, or other public or
private nonprofit entities.

‘‘(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
shall provide appropriate technical assistance to
eligible entities that receive grants under para-
graph (1).

‘‘(f) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds ap-
propriated under this section shall be used to
supplement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local public funds provided for activi-
ties under this section.

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section, $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year through 2006.
‘‘SEC. 319F. PUBLIC HEALTH COUNTERMEASURES

TO A BIOTERRORIST ATTACK.
‘‘(a) WORKING GROUP ON PREPAREDNESS FOR

ACTS OF BIOTERRORISM.—The Secretary, in co-
ordination with the Secretary of Defense, shall
establish a joint interdepartmental working
group on preparedness and readiness for the
medical and public health effects of a bioter-
rorist attack on the civilian population. Such
joint working group shall—

‘‘(1) coordinate research on pathogens likely
to be used in a bioterrorist attack on the civilian
population as well as therapies to treat such
pathogens;

‘‘(2) coordinate research and development into
equipment to detect pathogens likely to be used
in a bioterrorist attack on the civilian popu-
lation and protect against infection from such
pathogens;

‘‘(3) develop shared standards for equipment
to detect and to protect against infection from
pathogens likely to be used in a bioterrorist at-
tack on the civilian population; and

‘‘(4) coordinate the development, mainte-
nance, and procedures for the release of, stra-
tegic reserves of vaccines, drugs, and medical
supplies which may be needed rapidly after a
bioterrorist attack upon the civilian population.

‘‘(b) WORKING GROUP ON THE PUBLIC HEALTH
AND MEDICAL CONSEQUENCES OF BIOTER-
RORISM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in collabo-
ration with the Director of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, the Attorney Gen-
eral, and the Secretary of Agriculture, shall es-
tablish a joint interdepartmental working group
to address the public health and medical con-
sequences of a bioterrorist attack on the civilian
population.

‘‘(2) FUNCTIONS.—Such working group shall—
‘‘(A) assess the priorities for and enhance the

preparedness of public health institutions, pro-
viders of medical care, and other emergency
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service personnel to detect, diagnose, and re-
spond to a bioterrorist attack; and

‘‘(B) in the recognition that medical and pub-
lic health professionals are likely to provide
much of the first response to such an attack, de-
velop, coordinate, enhance, and assure the
quality of joint planning and training programs
that address the public health and medical con-
sequences of a bioterrorist attack on the civilian
population between—

‘‘(i) local firefighters, ambulance personnel,
police and public security officers, or other
emergency response personnel; and

‘‘(ii) hospitals, primary care facilities, and
public health agencies.

‘‘(3) WORKING GROUP MEMBERSHIP.—In estab-
lishing such working group, the Secretary shall
act through the Assistant Secretary for Health
and the Director of the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention.

‘‘(4) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall en-
sure coordination and communication between
the working groups established in this sub-
section and subsection (a).

‘‘(c) GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordina-

tion with the working group established under
subsection (b), shall, on a competitive basis and
following scientific or technical review, award
grants to or enter into cooperative agreements
with eligible entities to enable such entities to
increase their capacity to detect, diagnose, and
respond to acts of bioterrorism upon the civilian
population.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBILITY.—To be an eligible entity
under this subsection, such entity must be a
State, political subdivision of a State, a consor-
tium of 2 or more States or political subdivisions
of States, or a hospital, clinic, or primary care
facility.

‘‘(3) USE OF FUNDS.—An entity that receives a
grant under this subsection shall use such funds
for activities that are consistent with the prior-
ities identified by the working group under sub-
section (b), including—

‘‘(A) training health care professionals and
public health personnel to enhance the ability
of such personnel to recognize the symptoms
and epidemiological characteristics of exposure
to a potential bioweapon;

‘‘(B) addressing rapid and accurate identifica-
tion of potential bioweapons;

‘‘(C) coordinating medical care for individuals
exposed to bioweapons; and

‘‘(D) facilitating and coordinating rapid com-
munication of data generated from a bioterrorist
attack between national, State, and local health
agencies, and health care providers.

‘‘(4) COORDINATION.—The Secretary, in
awarding grants under this subsection, shall—

‘‘(A) notify the Director of the Office of Jus-
tice Programs, and the Director of the National
Domestic Preparedness Office annually as to the
amount and status of grants awarded under this
subsection; and

‘‘(B) coordinate grants awarded under this
subsection with grants awarded by the Office of
Emergency Preparedness and the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention for the purpose
of improving the capacity of health care pro-
viders and public health agencies to respond to
bioterrorist attacks on the civilian population.

‘‘(5) ACTIVITIES.—An entity that receives a
grant under this subsection shall, to the greatest
extent practicable, coordinate activities carried
out with such funds with the activities of a
local Metropolitan Medical Response System.

‘‘(d) FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary
shall ensure that the Department of Health and
Human Services is able to provide such assist-
ance as may be needed to State and local health
agencies to enable such agencies to respond ef-
fectively to bioterrorist attacks.

‘‘(e) EDUCATION.—The Secretary, in collabora-
tion with members of the working group de-
scribed in subsection (b), and professional orga-
nizations and societies, shall—

‘‘(1) develop and implement educational pro-
grams to instruct public health officials, medical

professionals, and other personnel working in
health care facilities in the recognition and care
of victims of a bioterrorist attack; and

‘‘(2) develop and implement programs to train
laboratory personnel in the recognition and
identification of a potential bioweapon.

‘‘(f) FUTURE RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT.—The
Secretary shall consult with the working group
described in subsection (a), to develop priorities
for and conduct research, investigations, experi-
ments, demonstrations, and studies in the
health sciences related to—

‘‘(1) the epidemiology and pathogenesis of po-
tential bioweapons;

‘‘(2) the development of new vaccines or other
therapeutics against pathogens likely to be used
in a bioterrorist attack;

‘‘(3) the development of medical diagnostics to
detect potential bioweapons; and

‘‘(4) other relevant research areas.
‘‘(g) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT.—

Not later than 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this section, the Comptroller General
shall submit to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions and the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Commerce and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives a
report that describes—

‘‘(1) Federal activities primarily related to re-
search on, preparedness for, and the manage-
ment of the public health and medical con-
sequences of a bioterrorist attack against the ci-
vilian population;

‘‘(2) the coordination of the activities de-
scribed in paragraph (1);

‘‘(3) the amount of Federal funds authorized
or appropriated for the activities described in
paragraph (1); and

‘‘(4) the effectiveness of such efforts in pre-
paring national, State, and local authorities to
address the public health and medical con-
sequences of a potential bioterrorist attack
against the civilian population.

‘‘(h) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds ap-
propriated under this section shall be used to
supplement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local public funds provided for activi-
ties under this section.

‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $215,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
and such sums as may be necessary for each
subsequent fiscal year through 2006.
‘‘SEC. 319G. DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM TO EN-

HANCE BIOTERRORISM TRAINING,
COORDINATION, AND READINESS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make
grants to not more than three eligible entities to
carry out demonstration programs to improve
the detection of pathogens likely to be used in a
bioterrorist attack, the development of plans
and measures to respond to bioterrorist attacks,
and the training of personnel involved with the
various responsibilities and capabilities needed
to respond to acts of bioterrorism upon the civil-
ian population. Such awards shall be made on
a competitive basis and pursuant to scientific
and technical review.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Eligible entities for
grants under subsection (a) are States, political
subdivisions of States, and public or private
non-profit organizations.

‘‘(c) SPECIFIC CRITERIA.—In making grants
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall take
into account the following factors:

‘‘(1) Whether the eligible entity involved is
proximate to, and collaborates with, a major re-
search university with expertise in scientific
training, identification of biological agents,
medicine, and life sciences.

‘‘(2) Whether the entity is proximate to, and
collaborates with, a laboratory that has exper-
tise in the identification of biological agents.

‘‘(3) Whether the entity demonstrates, in the
application for the program, support and par-
ticipation of State and local governments and
research institutions in the conduct of the pro-
gram.

‘‘(4) Whether the entity is proximate to, and
collaborates with, or is, an academic medical
center that has the capacity to serve an unin-
sured or underserved population, and is
equipped to educate medical personnel.

‘‘(5) Such other factors as the Secretary deter-
mines to be appropriate.

‘‘(d) DURATION OF AWARD.—The period dur-
ing which payments are made under a grant
under subsection (a) may not exceed five years.
The provision of such payments shall be subject
to annual approval by the Secretary of the pay-
ments and subject to the availability of appro-
priations for the fiscal year involved to make
the payments.

‘‘(e) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Grants
under subsection (a) shall be used to supple-
ment, and not supplant, other Federal, State, or
local public funds provided for the activities de-
scribed in such subsection.

‘‘(f) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT.—
Not later than 180 days after the conclusion of
the demonstration programs carried out under
subsection (a), the Comptroller General of the
United States shall submit to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate,
and the Committee on Commerce and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives, a report that describes the ability
of grantees under such subsection to detect
pathogens likely to be used in a bioterrorist at-
tack, develop plans and measures for dealing
with such threats, and train personnel involved
with the various responsibilities and capabilities
needed to deal with bioterrorist threats.

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $6,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
and such sums as may be necessary through fis-
cal year 2006.’’.

TITLE II—CLINICAL RESEARCH
ENHANCEMENT

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Clinical Re-

search Enhancement Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 202. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following
findings:

(1) Clinical research is critical to the advance-
ment of scientific knowledge and to the develop-
ment of cures and improved treatment for dis-
ease.

(2) Tremendous advances in biology are open-
ing doors to new insights into human physi-
ology, pathophysiology and disease, creating ex-
traordinary opportunities for clinical research.

(3) Clinical research includes translational re-
search which is an integral part of the research
process leading to general human applications.
It is the bridge between the laboratory and new
methods of diagnosis, treatment, and prevention
and is thus essential to progress against cancer
and other diseases.

(4) The United States will spend more than
$1,200,000,000,000 on health care in 1999, but the
Federal budget for health research at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health was $15,600,000,000
only 1 percent of that total.

(5) Studies at the Institute of Medicine, the
National Research Council, and the National
Academy of Sciences have all addressed the cur-
rent problems in clinical research.

(6) The Director of the National Institutes of
Health has recognized the current problems in
clinical research and appointed a special panel,
which recommended expanded support for exist-
ing National Institutes of Health clinical re-
search programs and the creation of new initia-
tives to recruit and retain clinical investigators.

(7) The current level of training and support
for health professionals in clinical research is
fragmented, undervalued, and underfunded.

(8) Young investigators are not only appren-
tices for future positions but a crucial source of
energy, enthusiasm, and ideas in the day-to-day
research that constitutes the scientific enter-
prise. Serious questions about the future of life-
science research are raised by the following:
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(A) The number of young investigators apply-

ing for grants dropped by 54 percent between
1985 and 1993.

(B) The number of physicians applying for
first-time National Institutes of Health research
project grants fell from 1226 in 1994 to 963 in
1998, a 21 percent reduction.

(C) Newly independent life-scientists are ex-
pected to raise funds to support their new re-
search programs and a substantial proportion of
their own salaries.

(9) The following have been cited as reasons
for the decline in the number of active clinical
researchers, and those choosing this career
path:

(A) A medical school graduate incurs an aver-
age debt of $85,619, as reported in the Medical
School Graduation Questionnaire by the Asso-
ciation of American Medical Colleges (AAMC).

(B) The prolonged period of clinical training
required increases the accumulated debt burden.

(C) The decreasing number of mentors and
role models.

(D) The perceived instability of funding from
the National Institutes of Health and other Fed-
eral agencies.

(E) The almost complete absence of clinical re-
search training in the curriculum of training
grant awardees.

(F) Academic Medical Centers are experi-
encing difficulties in maintaining a proper envi-
ronment for research in a highly competitive
health care marketplace, which are compounded
by the decreased willingness of third party pay-
ers to cover health care costs for patients en-
gaged in research studies and research proce-
dures.

(10) In 1960, general clinical research centers
were established under the Office of the Director
of the National Institutes of Health with an ini-
tial appropriation of $3,000,000.

(11) Appropriations for general clinical re-
search centers in fiscal year 1999 equaled
$200,500,000.

(12) Since the late 1960s, spending for general
clinical research centers has declined from ap-
proximately 3 percent to 1 percent of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health budget.

(13) In fiscal year 1999, there were 77 general
clinical research centers in operation, supplying
patients in the areas in which such centers op-
erate with access to the most modern clinical re-
search and clinical research facilities and tech-
nologies.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this title to
provide additional support for and to expand
clinical research programs.
SEC. 203. INCREASING THE INVOLVEMENT OF

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH IN CLINICAL RESEARCH.

Part B of title IV of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 284 et seq.) is amended by adding
at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 409C. CLINICAL RESEARCH.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of National
Institutes of Health shall undertake activities to
support and expand the involvement of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health in clinical research.

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Director of National Institutes of
Health shall—

‘‘(1) consider the recommendations of the Di-
vision of Research Grants Clinical Research
Study Group and other recommendations for en-
hancing clinical research; and

‘‘(2) establish intramural and extramural clin-
ical research fellowship programs directed spe-
cifically at medical and dental students and a
continuing education clinical research training
program at the National Institutes of Health.

‘‘(c) SUPPORT FOR THE DIVERSE NEEDS OF
CLINICAL RESEARCH.—The Director of National
Institutes of Health, in cooperation with the Di-
rectors of the Institutes, Centers, and Divisions
of the National Institutes of Health, shall sup-
port and expand the resources available for the
diverse needs of the clinical research commu-

nity, including inpatient, outpatient, and crit-
ical care clinical research.

‘‘(d) PEER REVIEW.—The Director of National
Institutes of Health shall establish peer review
mechanisms to evaluate applications for the
awards and fellowships provided for in sub-
section (b)(2) and section 409D. Such review
mechanisms shall include individuals who are
exceptionally qualified to appraise the merits of
potential clinical research training and research
grant proposals.’’.
SEC. 204. GENERAL CLINICAL RESEARCH CEN-

TERS.
(a) GRANTS.—Subpart 1 of part E of title IV of

the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 287 et
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 481C. GENERAL CLINICAL RESEARCH CEN-

TERS.
‘‘(a) GRANTS.—The Director of the National

Center for Research Resources shall award
grants for the establishment of general clinical
research centers to provide the infrastructure
for clinical research including clinical research
training and career enhancement. Such centers
shall support clinical studies and career devel-
opment in all settings of the hospital or aca-
demic medical center involved.

‘‘(b) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out subsection
(a), the Director of National Institutes of Health
shall expand the activities of the general clin-
ical research centers through the increased use
of telecommunications and telemedicine initia-
tives.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year.’’.

(b) ENHANCEMENT AWARDS.—Part B of title IV
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284
et seq.), as amended by section 203, is further
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 409D. ENHANCEMENT AWARDS.

‘‘(a) MENTORED PATIENT-ORIENTED RESEARCH
CAREER DEVELOPMENT AWARDS.—

‘‘(1) GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-

tional Institutes of Health shall make grants (to
be referred to as ‘Mentored Patient-Oriented Re-
search Career Development Awards’) to support
individual careers in clinical research at general
clinical research centers or at other institutions
that have the infrastructure and resources
deemed appropriate for conducting patient-ori-
ented clinical research.

‘‘(B) USE.—Grants under subparagraph (A)
shall be used to support clinical investigators in
the early phases of their independent careers by
providing salary and such other support for a
period of supervised study.

‘‘(2) APPLICATIONS.—An application for a
grant under this subsection shall be submitted
by an individual scientist at such time as the
Director may require.

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this subsection,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year.

‘‘(b) MID-CAREER INVESTIGATOR AWARDS IN
PATIENT-ORIENTED RESEARCH.—

‘‘(1) GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-

tional Institutes of Health shall make grants (to
be referred to as ‘Mid-Career Investigator
Awards in Patient-Oriented Research’) to sup-
port individual clinical research projects at gen-
eral clinical research centers or at other institu-
tions that have the infrastructure and resources
deemed appropriate for conducting patient-ori-
ented clinical research.

‘‘(B) USE.—Grants under subparagraph (A)
shall be used to provide support for mid-career
level clinicians to allow such clinicians to devote
time to clinical research and to act as mentors
for beginning clinical investigators.

‘‘(2) APPLICATIONS.—An application for a
grant under this subsection shall be submitted

by an individual scientist at such time as the
Director requires.

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this subsection,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year.

‘‘(c) GRADUATE TRAINING IN CLINICAL INVES-
TIGATION AWARD.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health shall make grants (to
be referred to as ‘Graduate Training in Clinical
Investigation Awards’) to support individuals
pursuing master’s or doctoral degrees in clinical
investigation.

‘‘(2) APPLICATIONS.—An application for a
grant under this subsection shall be submitted
by an individual scientist at such time as the
Director may require.

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS.—Grants under this sub-
section shall be for terms of 2 years or more and
shall provide stipend, tuition, and institutional
support for individual advanced degree pro-
grams in clinical investigation.

‘‘(4) DEFINITION.—As used in this subsection,
the term ‘advanced degree programs in clinical
investigation’ means programs that award a
master’s or Ph.D. degree in clinical investiga-
tion after 2 or more years of training in areas
such as the following:

‘‘(A) Analytical methods, biostatistics, and
study design.

‘‘(B) Principles of clinical pharmacology and
pharmacokinetics.

‘‘(C) Clinical epidemiology.
‘‘(D) Computer data management and medical

informatics.
‘‘(E) Ethical and regulatory issues.
‘‘(F) Biomedical writing.
‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For the purpose of carrying out this subsection,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year.

‘‘(d) CLINICAL RESEARCH CURRICULUM
AWARDS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health shall make grants (to
be referred to as ‘Clinical Research Curriculum
Awards’) to institutions for the development and
support of programs of core curricula for train-
ing clinical investigators, including medical stu-
dents. Such core curricula may include training
in areas such as the following:

‘‘(A) Analytical methods, biostatistics, and
study design.

‘‘(B) Principles of clinical pharmacology and
pharmacokinetics.

‘‘(C) Clinical epidemiology.
‘‘(D) Computer data management and medical

informatics.
‘‘(E) Ethical and regulatory issues.
‘‘(F) Biomedical writing.
‘‘(2) APPLICATIONS.—An application for a

grant under this subsection shall be submitted
by an individual institution or a consortium of
institutions at such time as the Director may re-
quire. An institution may submit only 1 such ap-
plication.

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS.—Grants under this sub-
section shall be for terms of up to 5 years and
may be renewable.

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this subsection,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year.’’.
SEC. 205. LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM REGARD-

ING CLINICAL RESEARCHERS.
Part G of title IV of the Public Health Service

Act is amended by inserting after section 487E
(42 U.S.C. 288–5) the following:
‘‘SEC. 487F. LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM RE-

GARDING CLINICAL RESEARCHERS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting

through the Director of the National Institutes
of Health, shall establish a program to enter
into contracts with qualified health profes-
sionals under which such health professionals
agree to conduct clinical research, in consider-
ation of the Federal Government agreeing to
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repay, for each year of service conducting such
research, not more than $35,000 of the principal
and interest of the educational loans of such
health professionals.

‘‘(b) APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS.—The provi-
sions of sections 338B, 338C, and 338E shall, ex-
cept as inconsistent with subsection (a) of this
section, apply to the program established under
subsection (a) to the same extent and in the
same manner as such provisions apply to the
National Health Service Corps Loan Repayment
Program established in subpart III of part D of
title III.

‘‘(c) FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year.

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated
for carrying out this section shall remain avail-
able until the expiration of the second fiscal
year beginning after the fiscal year for which
the amounts were made available.’’.
SEC. 206. DEFINITION.

Section 409 of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 284d) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘For purposes’’ and inserting
‘‘(a) HEALTH SERVICE RESEARCH.—For pur-
poses’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) CLINICAL RESEARCH.—As used in this

title, the term ‘clinical research’ means patient
oriented clinical research conducted with
human subjects, or research on the causes and
consequences of disease in human populations
involving material of human origin (such as tis-
sue specimens and cognitive phenomena) for
which an investigator or colleague directly
interacts with human subjects in an outpatient
or inpatient setting to clarify a problem in
human physiology, pathophysiology or disease,
or epidemiologic or behavioral studies, outcomes
research or health services research, or devel-
oping new technologies, therapeutic interven-
tions, or clinical trials.’’.
SEC. 207. OVERSIGHT BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING

OFFICE.
Not later than 18 months after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Comptroller General of
the United States shall submit to the Congress a
reporting describing the extent to which the Na-
tional Institutes of Health has complied with
the amendments made by this title.

TITLE III—RESEARCH LABORATORY
INFRASTRUCTURE

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Twenty-First

Century Research Laboratories Act’’.
SEC. 302. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the National Institutes of Health is the

principal source of Federal funding for medical
research at universities and other research insti-
tutions in the United States;

(2) the National Institutes of Health has re-
ceived a substantial increase in research fund-
ing from Congress for the purpose of expanding
the national investment of the United States in
behavioral and biomedical research;

(3) the infrastructure of our research institu-
tions is central to the continued leadership of
the United States in medical research;

(4) as Congress increases the investment in
cutting-edge basic and clinical research, it is
critical that Congress also examine the current
quality of the laboratories and buildings where
research is being conducted, as well as the qual-
ity of laboratory equipment used in research;

(5) many of the research facilities and labora-
tories in the United States are outdated and in-
adequate;

(6) the National Science Foundation found, in
a 1998 report on the status of biomedical re-
search facilities, that over 60 percent of re-
search-performing institutions indicated that
they had an inadequate amount of medical re-
search space;

(7) the National Science Foundation reports
that academic institutions have deferred nearly
$11,000,000,000 in renovation and construction
projects because of a lack of funds; and

(8) future increases in Federal funding for the
National Institutes of Health must include in-
creased support for the renovation and con-
struction of extramural research facilities in the
United States and the purchase of state-of-the-
art laboratory instrumentation.
SEC. 303. BIOMEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL RE-

SEARCH FACILITIES.
Section 481A of the Public Health Service Act

(42 U.S.C. 287a–2 et seq.) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 481A. BIOMEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL RE-

SEARCH FACILITIES.
‘‘(a) MODERNIZATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF

FACILITIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of NIH, acting

through the Director of the Center, may make
grants or contracts to public and nonprofit pri-
vate entities to expand, remodel, renovate, or
alter existing research facilities or construct new
research facilities, subject to the provisions of
this section.

‘‘(2) CONSTRUCTION AND COST OF CONSTRUC-
TION.—For purposes of this section, the terms
‘construction’ and ‘cost of construction’ include
the construction of new buildings and the ex-
pansion, renovation, remodeling, and alteration
of existing buildings, including architects’ fees,
but do not include the cost of acquisition of
land or off-site improvements.

‘‘(b) SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL REVIEW
BOARDS FOR MERIT-BASED REVIEW OF PRO-
POSALS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL: APPROVAL AS PRECONDITION
TO GRANTS.—

‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
within the Center a Scientific and Technical Re-
view Board on Biomedical and Behavioral Re-
search Facilities (referred to in this section as
the ‘Board’).

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENT.—The Director of the Cen-
ter may approve an application for a grant
under subsection (a) only if the Board has
under paragraph (2) recommended the applica-
tion for approval.

‘‘(2) DUTIES.—
‘‘(A) ADVICE.—The Board shall provide advice

to the Director of the Center and the advisory
council established under section 480 (in this
section referred to as the ‘Advisory Council’) in
carrying out this section.

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF MERIT.—In carrying
out subparagraph (A), the Board shall make a
determination of the merit of each application
submitted for a grant under subsection (a), after
consideration of the requirements established in
subsection (c), and shall report the results of the
determination to the Director of the Center and
the Advisory Council. Such determinations shall
be conducted in a manner consistent with proce-
dures established under section 492.

‘‘(C) AMOUNT.—In carrying out subparagraph
(A), the Board shall, in the case of applications
recommended for approval, make recommenda-
tions to the Director and the Advisory Council
on the amount that should be provided under
the grant.

‘‘(D) ANNUAL REPORT.—In carrying out sub-
paragraph (A), the Board shall prepare an an-
nual report for the Director of the Center and
the Advisory Council describing the activities of
the Board in the fiscal year for which the report
is made. Each such report shall be available to
the public, and shall—

‘‘(i) summarize and analyze expenditures
made under this section;

‘‘(ii) provide a summary of the types, num-
bers, and amounts of applications that were rec-
ommended for grants under subsection (a) but
that were not approved by the Director of the
Center; and

‘‘(iii) contain the recommendations of the
Board for any changes in the administration of
this section.

‘‘(3) MEMBERSHIP.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph

(B), the Board shall be composed of 15 members
to be appointed by the Director of the Center,
and such ad-hoc or temporary members as the
Director of the Center determines to be appro-
priate. All members of the Board, including tem-
porary and ad-hoc members, shall be voting
members.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than 3 individ-
uals who are officers or employees of the Fed-
eral Government may serve as members of the
Board.

‘‘(4) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS REGARDING MEM-
BERSHIP.—In selecting individuals for member-
ship on the Board, the Director of the Center
shall ensure that the members are individuals
who, by virtue of their training or experience,
are eminently qualified to perform peer review
functions. In selecting such individuals for such
membership, the Director of the Center shall en-
sure that the members of the Board
collectively—

‘‘(A) are experienced in the planning, con-
struction, financing, and administration of enti-
ties that conduct biomedical or behavioral re-
search sciences;

‘‘(B) are knowledgeable in making determina-
tions of the need of entities for biomedical or be-
havioral research facilities, including such fa-
cilities for the dentistry, nursing, pharmacy,
and allied health professions;

‘‘(C) are knowledgeable in evaluating the rel-
ative priorities for applications for grants under
subsection (a) in view of the overall research
needs of the United States; and

‘‘(D) are experienced with emerging centers of
excellence, as described in subsection (c)(2).

‘‘(5) CERTAIN AUTHORITIES.—
‘‘(A) WORKSHOPS AND CONFERENCES.—In car-

rying out paragraph (2), the Board may convene
workshops and conferences, and collect data as
the Board considers appropriate.

‘‘(B) SUBCOMMITTEES.—In carrying out para-
graph (2), the Board may establish subcommit-
tees within the Board. Such subcommittees may
hold meetings as determined necessary to enable
the subcommittee to carry out its duties.

‘‘(6) TERMS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

paragraph (B), each appointed member of the
Board shall hold office for a term of 4 years.
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy occur-
ring prior to the expiration of the term for
which such member’s predecessor was appointed
shall be appointed for the remainder of the term
of the predecessor.

‘‘(B) STAGGERED TERMS.—Members appointed
to the Board shall serve staggered terms as spec-
ified by the Director of the Center when making
the appointments.

‘‘(C) REAPPOINTMENT.—No member of the
Board shall be eligible for reappointment to the
Board until 1 year has elapsed after the end of
the most recent term of the member.

‘‘(7) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Board
who are not officers or employees of the United
States shall receive for each day the members
are engaged in the performance of the functions
of the Board compensation at the same rate re-
ceived by members of other national advisory
councils established under this title.

‘‘(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Center

may make a grant under subsection (a) only if
the applicant for the grant meets the following
conditions:

‘‘(A) The applicant is determined by such Di-
rector to be competent to engage in the type of
research for which the proposed facility is to be
constructed.

‘‘(B) The applicant provides assurances satis-
factory to the Director that—

‘‘(i) for not less than 20 years after completion
of the construction involved, the facility will be
used for the purposes of the research for which
it is to be constructed;

‘‘(ii) sufficient funds will be available to meet
the non-Federal share of the cost of con-
structing the facility;
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‘‘(iii) sufficient funds will be available, when

construction is completed, for the effective use
of the facility for the research for which it is
being constructed; and

‘‘(iv) the proposed construction will expand
the applicant’s capacity for research, or is nec-
essary to improve or maintain the quality of the
applicant’s research.

‘‘(C) The applicant meets reasonable quali-
fications established by the Director with re-
spect to—

‘‘(i) the relative scientific and technical merit
of the applications, and the relative effective-
ness of the proposed facilities, in expanding the
capacity for biomedical or behavioral research
and in improving the quality of such research;

‘‘(ii) the quality of the research or training, or
both, to be carried out in the facilities involved;

‘‘(iii) the congruence of the research activities
to be carried out within the facility with the re-
search and investigator manpower needs of the
United States; and

‘‘(iv) the age and condition of existing re-
search facilities.

‘‘(D) The applicant has demonstrated a com-
mitment to enhancing and expanding the re-
search productivity of the applicant.

‘‘(2) INSTITUTIONS OF EMERGING EXCEL-
LENCE.—From the amount appropriated under
subsection (i) for a fiscal year up to $50,000,000,
the Director of the Center shall make available
25 percent of such amount, and from the amount
appropriated under such subsection for a fiscal
year that is over $50,000,000, the Director of the
Center shall make available up to 25 percent of
such amount, for grants under subsection (a) to
applicants that in addition to meeting the re-
quirements established in paragraph (1), have
demonstrated emerging excellence in biomedical
or behavioral research, as follows:

‘‘(A) The applicant has a plan for research or
training advancement and possesses the ability
to carry out the plan.

‘‘(B) The applicant carries out research and
research training programs that have a special
relevance to a problem, concern, or unmet
health need of the United States.

‘‘(C) The applicant has been productive in re-
search or research development and training.

‘‘(D) The applicant—
‘‘(i) has been designated as a center of excel-

lence under section 739;
‘‘(ii) is located in a geographic area whose

population includes a significant number of in-
dividuals with health status deficit, and the ap-
plicant provides health services to such individ-
uals; or

‘‘(iii) is located in a geographic area in which
a deficit in health care technology, services, or
research resources may adversely affect the
health status of the population of the area in
the future, and the applicant is carrying out ac-
tivities with respect to protecting the health sta-
tus of such population.

‘‘(d) REQUIREMENT OF APPLICATION.—The Di-
rector of the Center may make a grant under
subsection (a) only if an application for the
grant is submitted to the Director and the appli-
cation is in such form, is made in such manner,
and contains such agreements, assurances, and
information as the Director determines to be
necessary to carry out this section.

‘‘(e) AMOUNT OF GRANT; PAYMENTS.—
‘‘(1) AMOUNT.—The amount of any grant

awarded under subsection (a) shall be deter-
mined by the Director of the Center, except that
such amount shall not exceed—

‘‘(A) 50 percent of the necessary cost of the
construction of a proposed facility as deter-
mined by the Director; or

‘‘(B) in the case of a multipurpose facility, 40
percent of that part of the necessary cost of con-
struction that the Director determines to be pro-
portionate to the contemplated use of the facil-
ity.

‘‘(2) RESERVATION OF AMOUNTS.—On the ap-
proval of any application for a grant under sub-
section (a), the Director of the Center shall re-

serve, from any appropriation available for such
grants, the amount of such grant, and shall pay
such amount, in advance or by way of reim-
bursement, and in such installments consistent
with the construction progress, as the Director
may determine appropriate. The reservation of
any amount by the Director under this para-
graph may be amended by the Director, either
on the approval of an amendment of the appli-
cation or on the revision of the estimated cost of
construction of the facility.

‘‘(3) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN COSTS.—In deter-
mining the amount of any grant under sub-
section (a), there shall be excluded from the cost
of construction an amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(A) the amount of any other Federal grant
that the applicant has obtained, or is assured of
obtaining, with respect to construction that is to
be financed in part by a grant authorized under
this section; and

‘‘(B) the amount of any non-Federal funds re-
quired to be expended as a condition of such
other Federal grant.

‘‘(4) WAIVER OF LIMITATIONS.—The limitations
imposed under paragraph (1) may be waived at
the discretion of the Director for applicants
meeting the conditions described in subsection
(c).

‘‘(f) RECAPTURE OF PAYMENTS.—If, not later
than 20 years after the completion of construc-
tion for which a grant has been awarded under
subsection (a)—

‘‘(1) the applicant or other owner of the facil-
ity shall cease to be a public or non profit pri-
vate entity; or

‘‘(2) the facility shall cease to be used for the
research purposes for which it was constructed
(unless the Director determines, in accordance
with regulations, that there is good cause for re-
leasing the applicant or other owner from obli-
gation to do so);

the United States shall be entitled to recover
from the applicant or other owner of the facility
the amount bearing the same ratio to the cur-
rent value (as determined by an agreement be-
tween the parties or by action brought in the
United States District Court for the district in
which such facility is situated) of the facility as
the amount of the Federal participation bore to
the cost of the construction of such facility.

‘‘(g) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 6 months
after the date of the enactment of this section,
the Director of the Center, after consultation
with the Advisory Council, shall issue guidelines
with respect to grants under subsection (a).

‘‘(h) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director of
the Center shall prepare and submit to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress a biennial re-
port concerning the status of the biomedical and
behavioral research facilities and the avail-
ability and condition of technologically sophisti-
cated laboratory equipment in the United
States. Such reports shall be developed in con-
cert with the report prepared by the National
Science Foundation on the needs of research fa-
cilities of universities as required under section
108 of the National Science Foundation Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1986 (42 U.S.C. 1886).

‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$250,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal years
2002 and 2003.’’.
SEC. 304. CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR NA-

TIONAL PRIMATE RESEARCH CEN-
TERS.

Section 481B(a) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 287a–3(a)) is amended by striking
‘‘1994’’ and all that follows through ‘‘$5,000,000’’
and inserting ‘‘2000 through 2002, reserve from
the amounts appropriated under section 481A(i)
such sums as necessary’’.
SEC. 305. SHARED INSTRUMENTATION GRANT

PROGRAM.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated

$100,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, and such sums
as may be necessary for each subsequent fiscal
year, to enable the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, acting through the Director of
the National Center for Research Resources, to
provide for the continued operation of the
Shared Instrumentation Grant Program (initi-
ated in fiscal year 1992 under the authority of
section 479 of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 287 et seq.)).

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANTS.—In deter-
mining whether to award a grant to an appli-
cant under the program described in subsection
(a), the Director of the National Center for Re-
search Resources shall consider—

(1) the extent to which an award for the spe-
cific instrument involved would meet the sci-
entific needs and enhance the planned research
endeavors of the major users by providing an in-
strument that is unavailable or to which avail-
ability is highly limited;

(2) with respect to the instrument involved,
the availability and commitment of the appro-
priate technical expertise within the major user
group or the applicant institution for use of the
instrumentation;

(3) the adequacy of the organizational plan
for the use of the instrument involved and the
internal advisory committee for oversight of the
applicant, including sharing arrangements if
any;

(4) the applicant’s commitment for continued
support of the utilization and maintenance of
the instrument; and

(5) the extent to which the specified instru-
ment will be shared and the benefit of the pro-
posed instrument to the overall research commu-
nity to be served.

(c) PEER REVIEW.—In awarding grants under
the program described in subsection (a) Director
of the National Center for Research Resources
shall comply with the peer review requirements
in section 492 of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 289a).

TITLE IV—CARDIAC ARREST SURVIVAL
Subtitle A—Recommendations for Federal

Buildings
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Cardiac Ar-
rest Survival Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 402. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Over 700 lives are lost every day to sudden

cardiac arrest in the United States alone.
(2) Two out of every three sudden cardiac

deaths occur before a victim can reach a hos-
pital.

(3) More than 95 percent of these cardiac ar-
rest victims will die, many because of lack of
readily available life saving medical equipment.

(4) With current medical technology, up to 30
percent of cardiac arrest victims could be saved
if victims had access to immediate medical re-
sponse, including defibrillation and
cardiopulmonary resuscitation.

(5) Once a victim has suffered a cardiac ar-
rest, every minute that passes before returning
the heart to a normal rhythm decreases the
chance of survival by 10 percent.

(6) Most cardiac arrests are caused by abnor-
mal heart rhythms called ventricular fibrilla-
tion. Ventricular fibrillation occurs when the
heart’s electrical system malfunctions, causing a
chaotic rhythm that prevents the heart from
pumping oxygen to the victim’s brain and body.

(7) Communities that have implemented pro-
grams ensuring widespread public access to
defibrillators, combined with appropriate train-
ing, maintenance, and coordination with local
emergency medical systems, have dramatically
improved the survival rates from cardiac arrest.

(8) Automated external defibrillator devices
have been demonstrated to be safe and effective,
even when used by lay people, since the devices
are designed not to allow a user to administer a
shock until after the device has analyzed a vic-
tim’s heart rhythm and determined that an elec-
tric shock is required.
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(9) Increasing public awareness regarding

automated external defibrillator devices and en-
couraging their use in Federal buildings will
greatly facilitate their adoption.

(10) Limiting the liability of Good Samaritans
and acquirers of automated external
defibrillator devices in emergency situations
may encourage the use of automated external
defibrillator devices, and result in saved lives.
SEC. 403. RECOMMENDATIONS AND GUIDELINES

OF SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES REGARDING
AUTOMATED EXTERNAL
DEFIBRILLATORS FOR FEDERAL
BUILDINGS.

Part B of title II of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 238 et seq.) is amended by adding
at the end the following:
‘‘RECOMMENDATIONS AND GUIDELINES REGARDING

AUTOMATED EXTERNAL DEFIBRILLATORS FOR
FEDERAL BUILDINGS

‘‘SEC. 247. (a) GUIDELINES ON PLACEMENT.—
The Secretary shall establish guidelines with re-
spect to placing automated external defibrillator
devices in Federal buildings. Such guidelines
shall take into account the extent to which such
devices may be used by lay persons, the typical
number of employees and visitors in the build-
ings, the extent of the need for security meas-
ures regarding the buildings, buildings or por-
tions of buildings in which there are special cir-
cumstances such as high electrical voltage or ex-
treme heat or cold, and such other factors as the
Secretary determines to be appropriate.

‘‘(b) RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall publish in the Federal Register the
recommendations of the Secretary on the appro-
priate implementation of the placement of auto-
mated external defibrillator devices under sub-
section (a), including procedures for the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) Implementing appropriate training
courses in the use of such devices, including the
role of cardiopulmonary resuscitation.

‘‘(2) Proper maintenance and testing of the
devices.

‘‘(3) Ensuring coordination with appropriate
licensed professionals in the oversight of train-
ing of the devices.

‘‘(4) Ensuring coordination with local emer-
gency medical systems regarding the placement
and incidents of use of the devices.

‘‘(c) CONSULTATIONS; CONSIDERATION OF CER-
TAIN RECOMMENDATIONS.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall—

‘‘(1) consult with appropriate public and pri-
vate entities;

‘‘(2) consider the recommendations of national
and local public-health organizations for im-
proving the survival rates of individuals who ex-
perience cardiac arrest in nonhospital settings
by minimizing the time elapsing between the
onset of cardiac arrest and the initial medical
response, including defibrillation as necessary;
and

‘‘(3) consult with and counsel other Federal
agencies where such devices are to be used.

‘‘(d) DATE CERTAIN FOR ESTABLISHING GUIDE-
LINES AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Secretary
shall comply with this section not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of the Car-
diac Arrest Survival Act of 2000.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) The term ‘automated external
defibrillator device’ has the meaning given such
term in section 248.

‘‘(2) The term ‘Federal building’ includes a
building or portion of a building leased or
rented by a Federal agency, and includes build-
ings on military installations of the United
States.’’.
SEC. 404. GOOD SAMARITAN PROTECTIONS RE-

GARDING EMERGENCY USE OF AUTO-
MATED EXTERNAL DEFIBRILLATORS.

Part B of title II of the Public Health Service
Act, as amended by section 403, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘LIABILITY REGARDING EMERGENCY USE OF
AUTOMATED EXTERNAL DEFIBRILLATORS

‘‘SEC. 248. (a) GOOD SAMARITAN PROTECTIONS
REGARDING AEDS.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), any person who uses or attempts to
use an automated external defibrillator device
on a victim of a perceived medical emergency is
immune from civil liability for any harm result-
ing from the use or attempted use of such de-
vice; and in addition, any person who acquired
the device is immune from such liability, if the
harm was not due to the failure of such acquirer
of the device—

‘‘(1) to notify local emergency response per-
sonnel or other appropriate entities of the most
recent placement of the device within a reason-
able period of time after the device was placed;

‘‘(2) to properly maintain and test the device;
or

‘‘(3) to provide appropriate training in the use
of the device to an employee or agent of the
acquirer when the employee or agent was the
person who used the device on the victim, except
that such requirement of training does not
apply if—

‘‘(A) the employee or agent was not an em-
ployee or agent who would have been reason-
ably expected to use the device; or

‘‘(B) the period of time elapsing between the
engagement of the person as an employee or
agent and the occurrence of the harm (or be-
tween the acquisition of the device and the oc-
currence of the harm, in any case in which the
device was acquired after such engagement of
the person) was not a reasonably sufficient pe-
riod in which to provide the training.

‘‘(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF IMMUNITY.—Immu-
nity under subsection (a) does not apply to a
person if—

‘‘(1) the harm involved was caused by willful
or criminal misconduct, gross negligence, reck-
less misconduct, or a conscious, flagrant indif-
ference to the rights or safety of the victim who
was harmed; or

‘‘(2) the person is a licensed or certified health
professional who used the automated external
defibrillator device while acting within the
scope of the license or certification of the profes-
sional and within the scope of the employment
or agency of the professional; or

‘‘(3) the person is a hospital, clinic, or other
entity whose purpose is providing health care
directly to patients, and the harm was caused
by an employee or agent of the entity who used
the device while acting within the scope of the
employment or agency of the employee or agent;
or

‘‘(4) the person is an acquirer of the device
who leased the device to a health care entity (or
who otherwise provided the device to such enti-
ty for compensation without selling the device to
the entity), and the harm was caused by an em-
ployee or agent of the entity who used the de-
vice while acting within the scope of the em-
ployment or agency of the employee or agent.

‘‘(c) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The following applies with

respect to this section:
‘‘(A) This section does not establish any cause

of action, or require that an automated external
defibrillator device be placed at any building or
other location.

‘‘(B) With respect to a class of persons for
which this section provides immunity from civil
liability, this section supersedes the law of a
State only to the extent that the State has no
statute or regulations that provide persons in
such class with immunity for civil liability aris-
ing from the use by such persons of automated
external defibrillator devices in emergency situa-
tions (within the meaning of the State law or
regulation involved).

‘‘(C) This section does not waive any protec-
tion from liability for Federal officers or employ-
ees under—

‘‘(i) section 224; or
‘‘(ii) sections 1346(b), 2672, and 2679 of title 28,

United States Code, or under alternative bene-

fits provided by the United States where the
availability of such benefits precludes a remedy
under section 1346(b) of title 28.

‘‘(2) CIVIL ACTIONS UNDER FEDERAL LAW.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The applicability of sub-

sections (a) and (b) includes applicability to any
action for civil liability described in subsection
(a) that arises under Federal law.

‘‘(B) FEDERAL AREAS ADOPTING STATE LAW.—
If a geographic area is under Federal jurisdic-
tion and is located within a State but out of the
jurisdiction of the State, and if, pursuant to
Federal law, the law of the State applies in such
area regarding matters for which there is no ap-
plicable Federal law, then an action for civil li-
ability described in subsection (a) that in such
area arises under the law of the State is subject
to subsections (a) through (c) in lieu of any re-
lated State law that would apply in such area
in the absence of this subparagraph.

‘‘(d) FEDERAL JURISDICTION.—In any civil ac-
tion arising under State law, the courts of the
State involved have jurisdiction to apply the
provisions of this section exclusive of the juris-
diction of the courts of the United States.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—
‘‘(1) PERCEIVED MEDICAL EMERGENCY.—For

purposes of this section, the term ‘perceived
medical emergency’ means circumstances in
which the behavior of an individual leads a rea-
sonable person to believe that the individual is
experiencing a life-threatening medical condi-
tion that requires an immediate medical re-
sponse regarding the heart or other
cardiopulmonary functioning of the individual.

‘‘(2) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
section:

‘‘(A) The term ‘automated external
defibrillator device’ means a defibrillator device
that—

‘‘(i) is commercially distributed in accordance
with the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act;

‘‘(ii) is capable of recognizing the presence or
absence of ventricular fibrillation, and is capa-
ble of determining without intervention by the
user of the device whether defibrillation should
be performed;

‘‘(iii) upon determining that defibrillation
should be performed, is able to deliver an elec-
trical shock to an individual; and

‘‘(iv) in the case of a defibrillator device that
may be operated in either an automated or a
manual mode, is set to operate in the automated
mode.

‘‘(B)(i) The term ‘harm’ includes physical,
nonphysical, economic, and noneconomic losses.

‘‘(ii) The term ‘economic loss’ means any pe-
cuniary loss resulting from harm (including the
loss of earnings or other benefits related to em-
ployment, medical expense loss, replacement
services loss, loss due to death, burial costs, and
loss of business or employment opportunities) to
the extent recovery for such loss is allowed
under applicable State law.

‘‘(iii) The term ‘noneconomic losses’ means
losses for physical and emotional pain, suf-
fering, inconvenience, physical impairment,
mental anguish, disfigurement, loss of enjoy-
ment of life, loss of society and companionship,
loss of consortium (other than loss of domestic
service), hedonic damages, injury to reputation
and all other nonpecuniary losses of any kind
or nature.’’.

Subtitle B—Rural Access to Emergency
Devices

SEC. 411. SHORT TITLE.
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Rural Ac-

cess to Emergency Devices Act’’ or the ‘‘Rural
AED Act’’.
SEC. 412. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Heart disease is the leading cause of death

in the United States.
(2) The American Heart Association estimates

that 250,000 Americans die from sudden cardiac
arrest each year.
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(3) A cardiac arrest victim’s chance of survival

drops 10 percent for every minute that passes be-
fore his or her heart is returned to normal
rhythm.

(4) Because most cardiac arrest victims are
initially in ventricular fibrillation, and the only
treatment for ventricular fibrillation is
defibrillation, prompt access to defibrillation to
return the heart to normal rhythm is essential.

(5) Lifesaving technology, the automated ex-
ternal defibrillator, has been developed to allow
trained lay rescuers to respond to cardiac arrest
by using this simple device to shock the heart
into normal rhythm.

(6) Those people who are likely to be first on
the scene of a cardiac arrest situation in many
communities, particularly smaller and rural
communities, lack sufficient numbers of auto-
mated external defibrillators to respond to car-
diac arrest in a timely manner.

(7) The American Heart Association estimates
that more than 50,000 deaths could be prevented
each year if defibrillators were more widely
available to designated responders.

(8) Legislation should be enacted to encourage
greater public access to automated external
defibrillators in communities across the United
States.
SEC. 413. GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services, acting through the Rural
Health Outreach Office of the Health Resources
and Services Administration, shall award grants
to community partnerships that meet the re-
quirements of subsection (b) to enable such part-
nerships to purchase equipment and provide
training as provided for in subsection (c).

(b) COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS.—A community
partnership meets the requirements of this sub-
section if such partnership—

(1) is composed of local emergency response
entities such as community training facilities,
local emergency responders, fire and rescue de-
partments, police, community hospitals, and
local non-profit entities and for-profit entities
concerned about cardiac arrest survival rates;

(2) evaluates the local community emergency
response times to assess whether they meet the
standards established by national public health
organizations such as the American Heart Asso-
ciation and the American Red Cross; and

(3) submits to the Secretary of Health and
Human Services an application at such time, in
such manner, and containing such information
as the Secretary may require.

(c) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts provided under
a grant under this section shall be used—

(1) to purchase automated external
defibrillators that have been approved, or
cleared for marketing, by the Food and Drug
Administration; and

(2) to provide defibrillator and basic life sup-
port training in automated external defibrillator
usage through the American Heart Association,
the American Red Cross, or other nationally rec-
ognized training courses.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall prepare and
submit to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress a report containing data relating to
whether the increased availability of
defibrillators has affected survival rates in the
communities in which grantees under this sec-
tion operated. The procedures under which the
Secretary obtains data and prepares the report
under this subsection shall not impose an undue
burden on program participants under this sec-
tion.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated
$25,000,000 for fiscal years 2001 through 2003 to
carry out this section.

TITLE V—LUPUS RESEARCH AND CARE
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Lupus Re-
search and Care Amendments of 2000’’.

SEC. 502. FINDINGS.
The Congress finds that—
(1) lupus is a serious, complex, inflammatory,

autoimmune disease of particular concern to
women;

(2) lupus affects women nine times more often
than men;

(3) there are three main types of lupus: sys-
temic lupus, a serious form of the disease that
affects many parts of the body; discoid lupus, a
form of the disease that affects mainly the skin;
and drug-induced lupus caused by certain medi-
cations;

(4) lupus can be fatal if not detected and
treated early;

(5) the disease can simultaneously affect var-
ious areas of the body, such as the skin, joints,
kidneys, and brain, and can be difficult to diag-
nose because the symptoms of lupus are similar
to those of many other diseases;

(6) lupus disproportionately affects African-
American women, as the prevalence of the dis-
ease among such women is three times the prev-
alence among white women, and an estimated 1
in 250 African-American women between the
ages of 15 and 65 develops the disease;

(7) it has been estimated that between
1,400,000 and 2,000,000 Americans have been di-
agnosed with the disease, and that many more
have undiagnosed cases;

(8) current treatments for the disease can be
effective, but may lead to damaging side effects;

(9) many victims of the disease suffer debili-
tating pain and fatigue, making it difficult to
maintain employment and lead normal lives;
and

(10) in fiscal year 1996, the amount allocated
by the National Institutes of Health for research
on lupus was $33,000,000, which is less than one-
half of 1 percent of the budget for such Insti-
tutes.

Subtitle A—Research on Lupus
SEC. 511. EXPANSION AND INTENSIFICATION OF

ACTIVITIES.
Subpart 4 of part C of title IV of the Public

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285d et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 441 the fol-
lowing:

‘‘LUPUS

‘‘SEC. 441A. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of
the Institute shall expand and intensify re-
search and related activities of the Institute
with respect to lupus.

‘‘(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER INSTI-
TUTES.—The Director of the Institute shall co-
ordinate the activities of the Director under sub-
section (a) with similar activities conducted by
the other national research institutes and agen-
cies of the National Institutes of Health to the
extent that such Institutes and agencies have
responsibilities that are related to lupus.

‘‘(c) PROGRAMS FOR LUPUS.—In carrying out
subsection (a), the Director of the Institute shall
conduct or support research to expand the un-
derstanding of the causes of, and to find a cure
for, lupus. Activities under such subsection
shall include conducting and supporting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) Research to determine the reasons under-
lying the elevated prevalence of lupus in
women, including African-American women.

‘‘(2) Basic research concerning the etiology
and causes of the disease.

‘‘(3) Epidemiological studies to address the
frequency and natural history of the disease
and the differences among the sexes and among
racial and ethnic groups with respect to the dis-
ease.

‘‘(4) The development of improved diagnostic
techniques.

‘‘(5) Clinical research for the development and
evaluation of new treatments, including new bi-
ological agents.

‘‘(6) Information and education programs for
health care professionals and the public.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,

there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.’’.

Subtitle B—Delivery of Services Regarding
Lupus

SEC. 521. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM OF
GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall in accordance with this
subtitle make grants to provide for projects for
the establishment, operation, and coordination
of effective and cost-efficient systems for the de-
livery of essential services to individuals with
lupus and their families.

(b) RECIPIENTS OF GRANTS.—A grant under
subsection (a) may be made to an entity only if
the entity is a public or nonprofit private entity,
which may include a State or local government;
a public or nonprofit private hospital, commu-
nity-based organization, hospice, ambulatory
care facility, community health center, migrant
health center, or homeless health center; or
other appropriate public or nonprofit private en-
tity.

(c) CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—To the extent prac-
ticable and appropriate, the Secretary shall en-
sure that projects under subsection (a) provide
services for the diagnosis and disease manage-
ment of lupus. Activities that the Secretary may
authorize for such projects may also include the
following:

(1) Delivering or enhancing outpatient, ambu-
latory, and home-based health and support
services, including case management and com-
prehensive treatment services, for individuals
with lupus; and delivering or enhancing support
services for their families.

(2) Delivering or enhancing inpatient care
management services that prevent unnecessary
hospitalization or that expedite discharge, as
medically appropriate, from inpatient facilities
of individuals with lupus.

(3) Improving the quality, availability, and or-
ganization of health care and support services
(including transportation services, attendant
care, homemaker services, day or respite care,
and providing counseling on financial assist-
ance and insurance) for individuals with lupus
and support services for their families.

(d) INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS.—To
the extent practicable and appropriate, the Sec-
retary shall integrate the program under this
subtitle with other grant programs carried out
by the Secretary, including the program under
section 330 of the Public Health Service Act.
SEC. 522. CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS.

A grant may be made under section 521 only
if the applicant involved makes the following
agreements:

(1) Not more than 5 percent of the grant will
be used for administration, accounting, report-
ing, and program oversight functions.

(2) The grant will be used to supplement and
not supplant funds from other sources related to
the treatment of lupus.

(3) The applicant will abide by any limitations
deemed appropriate by the Secretary on any
charges to individuals receiving services pursu-
ant to the grant. As deemed appropriate by the
Secretary, such limitations on charges may vary
based on the financial circumstances of the in-
dividual receiving services.

(4) The grant will not be expended to make
payment for services authorized under section
521(a) to the extent that payment has been
made, or can reasonably be expected to be made,
with respect to such services—

(A) under any State compensation program,
under an insurance policy, or under any Fed-
eral or State health benefits program; or

(B) by an entity that provides health services
on a prepaid basis.

(5) The applicant will, at each site at which
the applicant provides services under section
521(a), post a conspicuous notice informing indi-
viduals who receive the services of any Federal
policies that apply to the applicant with respect
to the imposition of charges on such individuals.
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SEC. 523. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

The Secretary may provide technical assist-
ance to assist entities in complying with the re-
quirements of this subtitle in order to make such
entities eligible to receive grants under section
521.
SEC. 524. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this subtitle:
(1) OFFICIAL POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘‘offi-

cial poverty line’’ means the poverty line estab-
lished by the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and revised by the Secretary
in accordance with section 673(2) of the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Health and Human Services.
SEC. 525. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

For the purpose of carrying out this subtitle,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.
TITLE VI—PROSTATE CANCER RESEARCH

AND PREVENTION
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Prostate Can-
cer Research and Prevention Act’’.
SEC. 602. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH

SERVICE ACT.
(a) PREVENTIVE HEALTH MEASURES.—Section

317D of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
247b–5) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Director of the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, may make grants to
States and local health departments for the pur-
pose of enabling such States and departments to
carry out programs that may include the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) To identify factors that influence the at-
titudes or levels of awareness of men and health
care practitioners regarding screening for pros-
tate cancer.

‘‘(2) To evaluate, in consultation with the
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research
and the National Institutes of Health, the effec-
tiveness of screening strategies for prostate can-
cer.

‘‘(3) To identify, in consultation with the
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research,
issues related to the quality of life for men after
prostrate cancer screening and followup.

‘‘(4) To develop and disseminate public infor-
mation and education programs for prostate
cancer, including appropriate messages about
the risks and benefits of prostate cancer screen-
ing for the general public, health care providers,
policy makers and other appropriate individ-
uals.

‘‘(5) To improve surveillance for prostate can-
cer.

‘‘(6) To address the needs of underserved and
minority populations regarding prostate cancer.

‘‘(7) Upon a determination by the Secretary,
who shall take into consideration recommenda-
tions by the United States Preventive Services
Task Force and shall seek input, where appro-
priate, from professional societies and other pri-
vate and public entities, that there is sufficient
consensus on the effectiveness of prostate cancer
screening—

‘‘(A) to screen men for prostate cancer as a
preventive health measure;

‘‘(B) to provide appropriate referrals for the
medical treatment of men who have been
screened under subparagraph (A) and to ensure,
to the extent practicable, the provision of appro-
priate followup services and support services
such as case management;

‘‘(C) to establish mechanisms through which
State and local health departments can monitor
the quality of screening procedures for prostate
cancer, including the interpretation of such pro-
cedures; and

‘‘(D) to improve, in consultation with the
Health Resources and Services Administration,

the education, training, and skills of health
practitioners (including appropriate allied
health professionals) in the detection and con-
trol of prostate cancer.

‘‘(8) To evaluate activities conducted under
paragraphs (1) through (7) through appropriate
surveillance or program monitoring activities.’’;
and

(2) in subsection (l)(1), by striking ‘‘1998’’ and
inserting ‘‘2004’’.

(b) NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH.—Section
417B(c) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 286a–8(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘and
1996’’ and inserting ‘‘through 2004’’.

TITLE VII—ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND
DONATION

SEC. 701. ORGAN PROCUREMENT ORGANIZATION
CERTIFICATION.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited
as the ‘‘Organ Procurement Organization Cer-
tification Act of 2000’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following
findings:

(1) Organ procurement organizations play an
important role in the effort to increase organ do-
nation in the United States.

(2) The current process for the certification
and recertification of organ procurement organi-
zations conducted by the Department of Health
and Human Services has created a level of un-
certainty that is interfering with the effective-
ness of organ procurement organizations in rais-
ing the level of organ donation.

(3) The General Accounting Office, the Insti-
tute of Medicine, and the Harvard School of
Public Health have identified substantial limita-
tions in the organ procurement organization
certification and recertification process and
have recommended changes in that process.

(4) The limitations in the recertification proc-
ess include:

(A) An exclusive reliance on population-based
measures of performance that do not account for
the potential in the population for organ dona-
tion and do not permit consideration of other
outcome and process standards that would more
accurately reflect the relative capability and
performance of each organ procurement organi-
zation.

(B) A lack of due process to appeal to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services for recer-
tification on either substantive or procedural
grounds.

(5) The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices has the authority under section
1138(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1320b–8(b)(1)(A)(i)) to extend the period
for recertification of an organ procurement or-
ganization from 2 to 4 years on the basis of its
past practices in order to avoid the inappro-
priate disruption of the nation’s organ system.

(6) The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices can use the extended period described in
paragraph (5) for recertification of all organ
procurement organizations to—

(A) develop improved performance measures
that would reflect organ donor potential and in-
terim outcomes, and to test these measures to
ensure that they accurately measure perform-
ance differences among the organ procurement
organizations; and

(B) improve the overall certification process by
incorporating process as well as outcome per-
formance measures, and developing equitable
processes for appeals.

(c) CERTIFICATION AND RECERTIFICATION OF
ORGAN PROCUREMENT ORGANIZATIONS.—Section
371(b)(1) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 273(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)
through (G) as subparagraphs (E) through (H),
respectively;

(2) by realigning the margin of subparagraph
(F) (as so redesignated) so as to align with sub-
paragraph (E) (as so redesignated); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following:

‘‘(D) notwithstanding any other provision of
law, has met the other requirements of this sec-
tion and has been certified or recertified by the
Secretary within the previous 4-year period as
meeting the performance standards to be a
qualified organ procurement organization
through a process that either—

‘‘(i) granted certification or recertification
within such 4-year period with such certifi-
cation or recertification in effect as of January
1, 2000, and remaining in effect through the ear-
lier of—

‘‘(I) January 1, 2002; or
‘‘(II) the completion of recertification under

the requirements of clause (ii); or
‘‘(ii) is defined through regulations that are

promulgated by the Secretary by not later than
January 1, 2002, that—

‘‘(I) require recertifications of qualified organ
procurement organizations not more frequently
than once every 4 years;

‘‘(II) rely on outcome and process performance
measures that are based on empirical evidence,
obtained through reasonable efforts, of organ
donor potential and other related factors in
each service area of qualified organ procure-
ment organizations;

‘‘(III) use multiple outcome measures as part
of the certification process; and

‘‘(IV) provide for a qualified organ procure-
ment organization to appeal a decertification to
the Secretary on substantive and procedural
grounds;’’.
SEC. 702. DESIGNATION OF GIVE THANKS, GIVE

LIFE DAY.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) traditionally, Thanksgiving is a time for

families to take time out of their busy lives to
come together and to give thanks for the many
blessings in their lives;

(2) approximately 21,000 men, women, and
children in the United States are given the gift
of life each year through transplantation sur-
gery, made possible by the generosity of organ
and tissue donations;

(3) more than 66,000 Americans are awaiting
their chance to prolong their lives by finding a
matching donor;

(4) nearly 5,000 of these patients each year (or
13 patients each day) die while waiting for a do-
nated heart, liver, kidney, or other organ;

(5) nationwide there are up to 15,000 potential
donors annually, but families’ consent to dona-
tion is received for less than 6,000;

(6) the need for organ donations greatly ex-
ceeds the supply available;

(7) designation as an organ donor on a driv-
er’s license or voter’s registration is a valuable
step, but does not ensure donation when an oc-
casion arises;

(8) the demand for transplantation will likely
increase in the coming years due to the growing
safety of transplantation surgery due to im-
provements in technology and drug develop-
ments, prolonged life expectancy, and increased
prevalence of diseases that may lead to organ
damage and failure, including hypertension, al-
coholism, and hepatitis C infection;

(9) the need for a more diverse donor pool, in-
cluding a variety of racial and ethnic minori-
ties, will continue to grow in the coming years;

(10) the final decision on whether a potential
donor can share the gift of life usually is made
by surviving family members regardless of the
patient’s initial intent;

(11) many Americans have indicated a willing-
ness to donate their organs and tissues but have
not discussed this critical matter with the family
members who are most likely to make the deci-
sion, if the occasion arises, as to whether that
person will be an organ and tissue donor;

(12) some family members may be reluctant to
give consent to donate their deceased loved
one’s organs and tissues at a very difficult and
emotional time if that person has not clearly ex-
pressed a desire or willingness to do so;

(13) the vast majority of Americans are likely
to spend part of Thanksgiving Day with some of
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those family members who would be approached
to make such a decision; and

(14) it is fitting for families to spend a portion
of that day discussing how they might give life
to others on a day devoted to giving thanks for
their own blessings.

(b) DESIGNATION.—November 23, 2000, Thanks-
giving Day, is hereby designated as a day to
‘‘Give Thanks, Give Life’’ and to discuss organ
and tissue donation with other family members
so that informed decisions can be made if the oc-
casion to donate arises.

TITLE VIII—ALZHEIMER’S CLINICAL
RESEARCH AND TRAINING

SEC. 801. ALZHEIMER’S CLINICAL RESEARCH AND
TRAINING AWARDS.

Subpart 5 of part C of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285e et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating section 445I as section
445J; and

(2) by inserting after section 445H the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 445I. ALZHEIMER’S CLINICAL RESEARCH

AND TRAINING AWARDS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Insti-

tute is authorized to establish and maintain a
program to enhance and promote the translation
of new scientific knowledge into clinical practice
related to the diagnosis, care and treatment of
individuals with Alzheimer’s disease.

‘‘(b) SUPPORT OF PROMISING CLINICIANS.—In
order to foster the application of the most cur-
rent developments in the etiology, pathogenesis,
diagnosis, prevention and treatment of Alz-
heimer’s disease, amounts made available under
this section shall be directed to the support of
promising clinicians through awards for re-
search, study, and practice at centers of excel-
lence in Alzheimer’s disease research and treat-
ment.

‘‘(c) EXCELLENCE IN CERTAIN FIELDS.—Re-
search shall be carried out under awards made
under subsection (b) in environments of dem-
onstrated excellence in neuroscience,
neurobiology, geriatric medicine, and psychiatry
and shall foster innovation and integration of
such disciplines or other environments deter-
mined suitable by the Director of the Institute.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$2,250,000 for fiscal year 2001, and such sums as
may be necessary for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2005.’’.
TITLE IX—SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED DIS-

EASE CLINICAL RESEARCH AND TRAIN-
ING

SEC. 901. SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED DISEASE
CLINICAL RESEARCH AND TRAINING
AWARDS.

Subpart 6 of part C of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285f et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 447B. SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED DISEASE

CLINICAL RESEARCH AND TRAINING
AWARDS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Insti-
tute is authorized to establish and maintain a
program to enhance and promote the translation
of new scientific knowledge into clinical practice
related to the diagnosis, care and treatment of
individuals with sexually transmitted diseases.

‘‘(b) SUPPORT OF PROMISING CLINICIANS.—In
order to foster the application of the most cur-
rent developments in the etiology, pathogenesis,
diagnosis, prevention and treatment of sexually
transmitted diseases, amounts made available
under this section shall be directed to the sup-
port of promising clinicians through awards for
research, study, and practice at centers of excel-
lence in sexually transmitted disease research
and treatment.

‘‘(c) EXCELLENCE IN CERTAIN FIELDS.—Re-
search shall be carried out under awards made
under subsection (b) in environments of dem-
onstrated excellence in the etiology and patho-

genesis of sexually transmitted diseases and
shall foster innovation and integration of such
disciplines or other environments determined
suitable by the Director of the Institute.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$2,250,000 for fiscal year 2001, and such sums as
may be necessary for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2005.’’.

TITLE X—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISION
SEC. 1001. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO THE

CHILDREN’S HEALTH ACT OF 2000.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2701 of the Chil-

dren’s Health Act of 2000 is amended by striking
‘‘part 45 of title 46’’ and inserting ‘‘part 46 of
title 45’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) takes effect on the date of en-
actment of the Children’s Health Act of 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to insert extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 2498.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong

support of H.R. 2498, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting to approve
this very critical legislation.

The bill before us today is comprised
of a number of bipartisan, non-
controversial public health measures.
It includes key provisions to respond to
emerging health threats, save victims
of cardiac arrest, promote clinical re-
search, improve our research infra-
structure, and fight prostate cancer
and lupus.

I would like to highlight a few of
these provisions. First, H.R. 2498 in-
cludes the provisions of the 21st Cen-
tury Research Laboratories Act, legis-
lation which I introduced earlier this
year. There is no doubt that America is
the worldwide leader in medical re-
search, both at the National Institutes
of Health and at our research facilities
throughout the Nation. However, while
Congress has worked successfully to in-
crease funding for medical research,
monies for building construction and
renovation have lagged.

Mr. Speaker, my legislation responds
to this problem by authorizing the di-
rector of the National Center for Re-
search Resources at the NIH to make
grants or enter into contracts to ex-
pand or renovate existing research fa-
cilities and construct new research fa-
cilities. It also authorizes grants for
the purchase of state-of-the-art labora-
tory instrumentation.

In addition, H.R. 2498 includes the
provisions of the Lupus Research Act,

which was originally introduced by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK). She has been a tireless advo-
cate for this proposal, and it was over-
whelmingly approved by the House ear-
lier this month.

Today, over 1.4 million Americans
have lupus, a devastating disease that
causes the immune system to attack
the body’s own cells and organs. Ninety
percent of the victims of lupus are
women, and the disease is more com-
mon among women of color. By the
time some lupus patients are diag-
nosed, especially in poor or rural com-
munities, irreversible damage to vital
organs has already occurred.

The bill before us expands Federal
lupus research activities through the
NIH, and it authorizes the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to make
project grants for the delivery of essen-
tial services. These projects will help
identify innovative ways to respond to
this terrible disease.

H.R. 2498, Mr. Speaker, also includes
the provisions of the Cardiac Arrest
Survival Act, which was authored by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS). I want to truly commend
him for his leadership in advancing
this initiative, which passed the House
in May with strong support.

Each year, a quarter million Ameri-
cans die due to cardiac arrest. Many of
these victims could be saved if portable
medical devices called automated ex-
ternal defibrillators, or AEDs, were
used. AEDs can analyze heart rhythms
for abnormalities, and if warranted, de-
liver a life-saving shock to the heart.
An estimated 20,000 to 100,000 lives
could be saved annually by greater ac-
cess to AEDs.

H.R. 2498 directs the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to issue
regulations to provide for the place-
ment of AEDs in Federal buildings. The
bill also establishes protections from
civil liability arising from the emer-
gency use of these devices.

Mr. Speaker, the proposals incor-
porated in this legislative package will
literally save lives, and I am grateful
to the many Members of both sides of
the aisle who worked so hard to ad-
vance this cause.

In that regard, I want to thank the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY),
chairman of the Committee on Com-
merce, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL), ranking member, and in
particular the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN), a ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Health and Environ-
ment.

I also want to recognize and thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREENWOOD) and the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BURR) for their
contributions to this legislation.

The bill before us is a critical public
health measure worthy of bipartisan
support. I urge every Member to sup-
port H.R. 2498.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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Mr. Speaker, in 1906, Upton Sinclair

wrote a book called ‘‘The Jungle,’’ doc-
umenting problems in the unsafe work-
ing conditions and unsafe food produc-
tion in the Chicago slaughterhouses.

In the year 1906, when Upton
Sinclair’s book was published, which
resulted later in the creation soon
after of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, which has guaranteed food safety
in this country for 9 decades, in that
year in 1906, a boy born that year had
a life expectancy of 46 years. A girl
born in 1906 had a life expectancy of 48
years.

Nine-plus decades later, life expect-
ancy in this country has been length-
ened 30 years. Boys and girls born in
this country have 30 years more life ex-
pectancy than they did just a century
ago.

That is not mostly from high-tech
medicine. It is mostly from public
health, everything from pure food to
safe drinking water, from immuniza-
tions to antibiotics, from seat belts to
a knowledge that alcohol and tobacco
cause health problems, to issue after
issue after issue of pure food laws and
environmental laws and public health
laws and worker safety laws and all the
things that we in this body and in
State legislatures across the country
and in public health agencies across
the country have done to together to
enhance public health.

That is why it is a pleasure, from my
perspective, a pleasure to support this
bill, to be a cosponsor of this bill, and
support the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BILIRAKIS) in his efforts to pro-
mote public health, which does make
such a difference in the lives of every
American.

This legislation includes the 21st
Century Research Laboratories Act, a
bill that I joined the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) in sponsoring. I
also want to commend Senator HARKIN
for his leadership on this bill.

The U.S. invests generously in med-
ical research through the National In-
stitutes of Health, reflecting the
public’s strong interest in reducing the
burden of disease here and abroad. But
to secure the most benefit of that in-
vestment, it makes sense to couple dol-
lars for research grants with funding to
bolster the Nation’s research infra-
structure. The two go hand in hand.

Our bill would put that principle into
practice by enabling NIH to devote ad-
ditional resources to state-of-the-art
research laboratories and instrumenta-
tions.

Like laboratory research, clinical re-
search is invaluable. It is a bridge be-
tween the laboratory and new methods
of diagnosis, treatment, and preven-
tion. Despite the benefits of clinical re-
search, the current level of training
and support for health professionals in
clinical research is too often inad-
equate to the task.

I am pleased to be an original cospon-
sor of the bill that is now incorporated
into this bill from the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) that

supports and expands NIH involvement
in clinical research and increases re-
sources available for the clinical re-
search community.

This package of bills also contains
legislation put forward by Senators
FRIST and KENNEDY and my colleagues
on the Committee on Commerce and
the Subcommittee on Health and Envi-
ronment, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BURR) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), on public
health threats and emergencies.

Our Nation faces grave new threats
in the 21st century that imperil the ex-
traordinary progress we have made on
public health in the 20th century.

New or resurgent infectious diseases,
West Nile virus, lyme disease and oth-
ers are on the upswing. Microbes that
cause infectious diseases are evolving
to become resistant, resisting anti-
biotics so that formerly treatable in-
fections, such as TB, as I mentioned in
an earlier talk tonight, may become
incurable.

We are also vulnerable to terrorist
attacks using biological weapons that
could spread deadly diseases, such as
small pox or anthrax.

This title authorizes steps that are
widely agreed to be essential to prepare
for emerging threats to public health.

I am particularly pleased the bill au-
thorizes perhaps its most important
feature, funding to revitalize Centers
for Disease Control facilities. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS)
and I saw the absolute amazingly poor
conditions under which employees of
the CDC, some of the greatest sci-
entists and public health experts in the
country, the conditions under which
they labor in Atlanta. We can do so
much better than that.

The provisions on combatting anti-
microbial resistance are a good step to-
wards addressing one of the most seri-
ous threats to public health that we
face. They lay the groundwork for ad-
dressing the misuse and overuse of
antibiotics, both in human medicine
and in the agriculture sector.

I would add that this Congress went
on record a couple of months ago in
support of an amendment I had to di-
rect the FDA’s veterinary medicine of-
fice to get more serious about anti-
biotic resistance in farm animals. Fifty
percent of the antibiotics used in this
country are used for nonmedicinal pur-
poses in farm animals, something that
we probably cannot afford to do as a
Nation much longer.

b 2015

I am also pleased this package in-
cludes important public health initia-
tives that would help the Nation com-
bat diseases that take a tremendous
toll on patients and their families, in-
cluding lupus, prostate cancer, and Alz-
heimer’s, as well as measures pro-
moting access to defibrillators, an
issue the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. KIND) has worked hard on, in Fed-
eral buildings and rural communities
to aid victims of sudden heart attacks.

Prostate cancer is the most com-
monly diagnosed form of cancer, other
than skin cancer, and second only to
lung cancer as a cause of cancer-re-
lated death among men. This bill rec-
ognizes the immense toll that prostate
cancer has taken on our country. I
commend my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK), for
her endless dedication to raising
awareness about lupus. Her tireless
work has made a difference in this
bill’s efforts to treat lupus.

The American Heart Association es-
timates that more than 50,000 Amer-
ican deaths a year could be prevented if
defibrillators were available to des-
ignated responders. Nothing can be
more frightening than watching some-
one suffer a heart attack. With proper
use of a defibrillator and proper train-
ing, communities can respond quickly
and effectively to a victim and improve
that victim’s chances of survival im-
mensely.

Like so many of these illnesses we
have discussed today, Alzheimer’s is a
complicated disease afflicted by more
questions than answers. Alzheimer’s is
characteristically more difficult for
the family to bear; a person’s slow de-
terioration in health begins with com-
mon forgetfulness and progresses slow-
ly until the family is faced with no
choice but to move their loved one to
another facility. I commend my col-
leagues, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), for
their leadership on this measure.

Overall, Mr. Speaker, I again thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS) because this bipartisan legisla-
tion covers a lot of important ground.
It bolsters public health, something
this body has not done nearly enough
of in the past, an infrastructure that
has been neglected for too many years,
the public health infrastructure; it in-
vests in the fight against lupus, Alz-
heimer’s and other traumatic health
care conditions; it brings attention to
the life-saving potential of portable
defibrillators and the invaluable gift of
organ donation.

This bill reflects the breadth and
complexity of health and health care in
the U.S., and it sets in motion prac-
tical steps to improve both. In my
mind, this may be the most important
health issue this Congress has passed.
It does so much for so many in this
country.

I wish this body would get as serious
about dealing with the prescription
drug issue and dealing with the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights as it has this
issue, but I particularly extend my
thanks to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BILIRAKIS), to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY), to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL),
and all who have played a major role in
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS), a gentleman about
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whom people many not now know this,
but people in the future will be in-
debted to him for his persistence and
his perseverance in offering and stick-
ing with this defibrillator legislation.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health and Environment of the Com-
mittee on Commerce for yielding me
this time.

I think this is a very, very rewarding
evening, to have had the Senate pass
the original 2498, which was the Car-
diac Arrest Survival Act of 2000, which
now has been amended to include dif-
ferent sections of what we have tonight
and is now called the Public Health Im-
provement Act of 2000.

My portion of the bill, which is sec-
tion 4, is something I am very proud of
because, Mr. Speaker, between 200,000
to 300,000 Americans are lost every
year to sudden cardiac arrest in the
United States. Many of these victims
could be simply saved if they had ac-
cess to immediate medical response,
including defibrillation. Just today,
Mr. Speaker, the New England Journal
of Medicine released the results of two
recent studies in which nearly half of
the victims of cardiac arrest were
saved with the help of an automatic ex-
ternal defibrillator. That represents 10
times the usual survival rate of 5 per-
cent for people who suffer cardiac ar-
rest in a nonhospital setting.

For the last several years, I have
been working closely with the Amer-
ican Heart Association, the American
Red Cross, and local emergency med-
ical systems to develop bipartisan sup-
port to encourage the widespread use of
automatic external defibrillator de-
vices to help save lives. These devices,
AEDs, are small portable medical de-
vices. They are regulated by the Food
and Drug Administration and can
measure a victim’s heart rate, deter-
mine whether the victim is suffering
from ventricular fibrillation and, if
electric shock is necessary, can in-
struct the lay user how to use it and
when to use it to shock the victim, and
even tell them when to use CPR. So
these devices are safe, effective and do
not allow a shock to be administered
until after the device has measured the
victim’s heart and determined whether
a shock is really required.

Do my colleagues know that for
every minute of delay in returning the
heart to its normal pattern of beating
it decreases the chance of that person’s
survival by 10 percent? And let me tell
my colleagues tonight, because we all
feel, probably, that we are in good
health, that Robert Adams felt he was
in good health. He was 42 years old and
was an attorney working in Manhat-
tan. On the weekends he was an NCAA
referee. Obviously, he was in great con-
dition. He had recently passed several
extensive physical exams with flying
colors; yet he suffered sudden cardiac
arrest on July 3rd, a weekend, in Grand
Central Station in New York City.

Fortunately, by the grace of God, the
station had just received delivery of an

AED the day before. A couple of nearby
construction workers saw Mr. Adams
fall to the ground. They grabbed the
AED, which was still in its package.
They prayed and hoped that the bat-
teries were installed and charged. And,
sure enough, they were. They shocked
Mr. Adams back to life.

Now, Mr. Speaker, unfortunately,
AEDs are not being widely employed
because of the perception among
would-be purchasers and users of these
devices that if they do use them they
are going to be sued. Our legislation re-
moves this barrier to adopting AED
programs with a Good Samaritan
clause. If a Good Samaritan or building
owner or renter acts in good faith to
purchase or use an AED to help save
someone’s life, this bill will protect
them from unfair lawsuits. We may not
want to force people to provide medical
care to someone having a heart attack;
but if they are willing to do so, if they
are volunteers, we should not put them
at risk of being sued for unlimited
damages if something went wrong.

So this legislation also directs the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to develop guidelines for the place-
ment of defibrillators in Federal build-
ings. It is a moment in our history
when we have to have these accessible
throughout all the Federal and State
and local buildings. It is inexcusable
that we do not have these life-saving
devices widely available today. We
need to be a role model for the private
sector by demonstrating our commit-
ment to protecting the lives of our
Federal employees.

H.R. 2498 does not impose any new
regulations or obligations on the pri-
vate sector, and it does not preempt
State law where the State has provided
immunity for the person being sued.
My colleagues, let us help save 250,000
American lives who are lost annually
to sudden cardiac arrest. It could be
any one of us on any day in the 365
days. The Senate passed this bill, as I
mentioned, earlier today; and I urge
my colleagues to support and pass this
bill.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, it has been a
long journey for all of us to get this
bill passed through Congress. I want to
thank the chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS), for his
support and encouragement all during
this process and for the work he and
his staff do; and also the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) for his help
in moving this legislation to where we
are tonight.

I also want to thank those who have
worked so hard on the bill, including
my staff, Veronica Crowe; as well as
the folks on the Committee on Com-
merce, Marc Wheat, Robert Gordon,
and Brent Delmonte; and Pete Goodloe,
who was legislative counsel; and, of
course, Mr. Speaker, the American
Heart Association and the American
Red Cross.

This is a red letter day, and I think
all Americans will benefit. I urge the
passage of this valuable legislation.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
KIND), who has helped to lead the
charge in support of the defibrillator
part of this legislation.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from Ohio for yielding me this
time, and I too want to rise in support
of H.R. 2498, and I want to commend
the chairman, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY), the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL), the chairman and ranking
member on the subcommittee, and the
bipartisan support that this legislation
received and the work product that
went into it from the Committee on
Commerce.

Obviously, this was a work in
progress with a lot of input from a lot
of areas, and it is nice to be on the
floor here tonight with a true bipar-
tisan form of health care legislation. I
think many Americans will reap divi-
dends throughout our country in future
years.

I am happy to support the bill not
only because placing automatic exter-
nal defibrillators, AEDs for short, in
Federal buildings will help save lives
for those who live in urban areas, as
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) has just pointed out, and I
also commend him for the work and
the leadership he has provided in recog-
nizing the importance to have access to
AEDs for more Americans, but also be-
cause this bill includes the language of
H.R. 4953, the Rural Access to Emer-
gency Devices Act, which I along with
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
DEAL) introduced earlier this year.

In my home State of Wisconsin, near-
ly 200,000 people are afflicted with
heart disease. It is the number one kill-
er throughout the State, the number
one killer in every county throughout
the State, taking the lives of nearly
20,000 Wisconsonites every year. New
technology, such as AEDs, can improve
survival rates, but only if the devices
are accessible and available.

Unfortunately, in rural areas, the
availability of AEDs is limited. Hos-
pitals are often located far from the
scene of an emergency, and fewer than
half of all ambulances in the United
States actually carry AEDs. By giving
grants to emergency responders and
community partnerships to purchase
AEDs and to train people on how to ad-
minister CPR, citizens in rural areas
especially will benefit and will have a
better chance of surviving cardiac ar-
rest.

In western Wisconsin, we have seen
the benefits of AED access already.
Thanks to Scott Wuerch, an American
Heart Association volunteer, all Eau
Claire County sheriffs are now trained
to use and are equipped with AEDs, and
it is my hope that with passage of this
bill that citizens in rural America will
have a better chance of surviving car-
diac arrest.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) already indicated the article
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that appeared in the New England
Journal of Medicine, the two studies
showing the benefits in the use of
AEDs. Most of the major newspaper
publications this week have been print-
ing stories in regard to the effective-
ness of AEDs and the need to increase
access for it. In fact, this week I hope
a lot of my colleagues were able to cap-
ture the article in USA Today on
Wednesday titled ‘‘The Prescription to
Save Lives.’’ It provides a condensed,
but very good, account of the impor-
tant role that AEDs are now per-
forming throughout America and in-
creased access to it, but also the work
that needs to be done.

The gentleman from Florida already
indicated that during cardiac arrest
every minute of failed treatment re-
sults in a 10 percent less chance of sur-
vival. Ten minutes usually results in
fatality. But what this article also
pointed out was how simple the train-
ing of AEDs can be. In fact, after a few
short minutes, even children can be
trained to use it. Most of these devices
now have computerized voices that ac-
tually walk the people through on how
to effectively use AEDs. In fact, recent
studies show that 50 percent of even
untrained people can successfully use
AEDs in emergency situations.

So I think the evidence, the studies
that have come out now, also the sup-
port that we are seeing here tonight on
the floor, is indication enough of just
how important this legislation is and
being able to provide access to auto-
matic external defibrillators for more
people in the country, but especially in
rural areas, Mr. Speaker.

So again I commend the leadership
on the committee. I commend the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL) for in-
troducing the rural access bill earlier
this year, and I would encourage all my
colleagues to support this good bipar-
tisan piece of health care legislation
before us.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to add my grati-
tude to the many staff members on the
Committee on Commerce, particularly
for their hard work on this legislation;
as well as people on our personal staffs,
Anne Esposito of my personal staff and
others who have helped out.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 2498, the Public Health Improvement
Act. This is an excellent package of public
health measures, and I am pleased to see this
Congress act on this legislation before it ad-
journs. H.R. 2498 contains several broadly
supported, non-controversial provisions that
amend the Public Health Service Act.

Title I, ‘‘Emerging Threats to Public Health,’’
is of particular interest to my colleague from
Michigan, Mr. STUPAK. This provision strength-
ens America’s capacity to detect and respond
to serious public health threats and emer-
gencies through several initiatives. On a local
level, public health departments and agencies
will be provided the resources to update their

laboratory and electronic communication
equipment, readying them to combat an infec-
tious disease outbreak. They will also be able
to engage in planning rapid response strate-
gies and train personnel. On a national level,
the often antiquated facilities at the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention—our na-
tion’s first line of defense against biological
threats—will be revitalized to meet the de-
mands of the 21st century. This legislation
also authorizes activities to combat anti-
microbial resistance and protect the nation
from bioterrorist attacks, both of which are
issues of long-standing interest to my col-
league Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The World Health
Organization, and more recently the CIA’s Na-
tional Intelligence Council have named resist-
ant infections and bioterrorism as major
threats to global security. This provision will
put the public health infrastructure of the
United States in the best defensive position,
should such an outbreak occur.

Title II, ‘‘Clinical Research Enhancement,’’
directs NIH to expand the nation’s clinical re-
search capacity in response to a documented
need for such activities. Clinical research
translates basic science discoveries into med-
ical interventions that can be used for patient
care. This provision strengthens America’s
clinical research infrastructure by expanding
facilities and faculty of the NIH-supported
General Clinical Research Centers. It also
sets forth three career investigator grant
award programs, and provides a loan repay-
ment option for young investigators wishing to
dedicate their careers to clinical research. This
provision endorses no specific clinical re-
search agendas or priorities; rather, it facili-
tates a breadth of activities that can be carried
out by a variety of scientists and health pro-
fessionals, including qualified social science
researchers and nurses. A separate provision
in H.R. 2498 authorizes specific clinical re-
search and training award programs in Alz-
heimer’s disease. We are grateful to our col-
league, Mr. MARKEY, for his work on this mat-
ter.

While a number of provisions in this bill re-
spond to the research and treatment needs of
our nation, advances in these areas are often
hampered by the facilities in which the activi-
ties occur. Title III, known as the ‘‘Twenty-First
Century Research Laboratories Act,’’ author-
izes funds for construction and modernization
of our nation’s biomedical and behavioral re-
search laboratories and facilities, including the
purchase of new laboratory equipment.

Title IV of this bill, the ‘‘Cardiac Arrest Sur-
vival Act’’ passed the House on May 23rd.
This provision directs the Secretary to develop
guidelines for the placement of automated ex-
ternal defibrillators in Federal buildings. It also
promotes public and health professional edu-
cation in cardiopulmonary resuscitation and
the use of defibrillators in order to save the
lives. I commend my colleague from Cali-
fornia, Ms. CAPPS, for managing this bill when
the House passed it earlier this year. I also
commend my colleague from Wisconsin, Mr.
KIND, for shepherding through a related provi-
sion providing access to defibrillators and
emergency devises to residents of rural areas.

Title V is based on the H.R. 762, the ‘‘Lupus
Research and Care Amendments,’’ introduced
by my colleague from Florida, Mrs. MEEK.
Lupus is a debilitating and sometimes fatal
autoimmune disease that disproportionately af-
flicts women, particularly women of color. This

title addresses research on this disease and it
authorizes appropriations to expand and inten-
sify activities that focus on earlier diagnosis,
better treatment, and an eventual cure. Signifi-
cantly, a companion section of the provision
addresses on-going primary care and treat-
ment needs of poor and uninsured individuals
with this expensive-to-treat and debilitating
disease. It authorizes the Secretary to award
care grants to local governments, community
hospitals, health centers, and other non-profit
health facilities for the provision of out-patient
care and a breadth of support services to af-
fected individuals and the family members
who are involved in their care. This bill pre-
viously passed the House by a vote of 385–
2.

Title VI, addresses the growing problem of
prostate cancer in Americans males by revis-
ing and extending the CDC’s prostrate cancer
screening preventing health program, and re-
authorizing the National Institutes of Health
prostate cancer research programs. I am
pleased to see this provision also addresses
the needs of underserved and minority popu-
lations with prostate cancer.

H.R. 2498 concludes with an organ donation
provision that includes asking all Americans to
recognize this Thanksgiving day as ‘‘Give
Thanks, Give Life Day.’’ As families sit down
together this Thanksgiving day, they are en-
couraged to spend a moment thinking about
the thousands of Americans in need of organ
transplants, and discuss openly their own de-
cisions to donate organs or tissue in a forum
where relatives can be made aware of their
wishes.

There are many more things I had hoped to
do for the health of the American people dur-
ing the 106th Congress. These include: enact-
ment of a real Patients’ Bill of Rights; restora-
tion of federal jurisdiction to control tobacco
use by America’s children; access to prescrip-
tion drugs for senior citizens; long-term care
for the elderly; access for America’s children
with rare and/or serious health problems to
pediatric specialists, medications and clinical
trials; adequate protection for human research
subjects; protection of predictive genetic infor-
mation from discrimination by health insurers
and employers; and enhanced protection of
confidential medical records. For those of my
colleagues who will be returning next year, I
look forward to working with you on these
issues.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 2498, The Cardiac Arrest Survivors
Act which includes language based on a bill I
introduced in March together with my col-
league from New Jersey and Co-Chairman of
the Bipartisan Task Force on Alzheimer’s Dis-
ease, CHRIS SMITH. Our bill, ‘‘The Alzheimer’s
Clinical Research and Training Awards Act of
2000’’ creates a new clinical research program
at NIH to improve the diagnosis and treatment
of Alzheimer’s Disease.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say a special word
of thanks to Commerce Committee Chairman
TOM BLILEY for accepting the Alzheimer’s pro-
vision as part of this legislation. This important
public health bill is a feather in his health care
cap as he prepares to retire from this body,
and I thank him. I would also like to thank the
Ranking Member of the Commerce Committee
JOHN DINGELL, and Senators KENNEDY and
FRIST in the other body, for constructing a
strong bipartisan public health bill.
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Alzheimer’s Disease is on track to become

the epidemic of the 21st Century. Today 4 mil-
lion Americans are afflicted and by 2050 it is
estimated that this number will increase to 14
million.

That’s right Mr. Speaker, 14 million Ameri-
cans will face the devastation of losing their
independence, their personality, and their
memory—the very threads of life that gives
one his or her identity.

Funding for basic research to find a cure for
Alzheimer’s Disease is important and I’m
pleased that this year’s funding levels will in-
crease to over $550 million. But there’s no
way to know when a cure will present itself—
it could be in two years or ten years or twenty
years. In the meantime people are suffering.

A recent study conducted at the Oregon
Health Sciences University indicated that 65%
of patients with probable dementia are going
undiagnosed. This study highlights the crucial
need to improve recognition and assessment
of dementia patients.

The language included in H.R. 2498 ad-
dresses this need. The Alzhiemer’s Clinical
Research and Training Awards program is de-
signed to compliment the 30 Alzheimer’s Re-
search Centers across our nation which cur-
rently focus on basic research and are admin-
istered through the National Institutes on
Aging at NIH. During my own personal experi-
ence with my mother’s Alzheimer’s disease,
top Alzheimer’s researchers and clinicians un-
derscored the crucial need for providing a
bridge between Alzheimer’s laboratory re-
search and new methods of diagnosis, treat-
ment and prevention. This program provides
awards to junior and mid-level physicians to
focus their careers on Alzheimer’s and to train
as physician scientist specialists to improve
and apply cutting edge research to Alz-
heimer’s patients.

Researching a cure for tomorrow is critical,
but we also need to do better in treating those
suffering with Alzheimer’s Disease today.

The Alzheimer’s Clinical Research and
Training Awards program takes a first step in
doing the very best we can in providing cutting
edge diagnosis, treatment and prevention for
those who are and will be effected by the epi-
demic of the 21st century.
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Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THUNE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BILIRAKIS) that the House suspend
the rules and concur in the Senate
amendment to the bill, H.R. 2498.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

SENSE OF HOUSE WITH RESPECT
TO RELEASE OF FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS BY FED-
ERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION REGARDING ELEC-
TRICITY CRISIS IN CALIFORNIA

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 650) expressing the sense
of the House with respect to the release
of findings and recommendations by
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission regarding the electricity crisis
in California.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 650

Whereas the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission has completed its investigation
of the California energy crisis: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the United
States House of Representatives that, before
November 1, 2000, the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission should make public its
findings and recommendations regarding the
electricity crisis in California.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. COX) and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on H.Res.
650.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself

5 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of

House Resolution 650, introduced by
my colleague, the gentleman from San
Diego (Mr. BILBRAY).

The resolution expresses that it is
the sense of the Congress that the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission
should release its findings and rec-
ommendations regarding the elec-
tricity situation in California as soon
as possible.

San Diego Gas and Electric is the
first utility in California to pay off its
stranded costs. Customers served by
San Diego Gas and Electric were the
first in the Nation to experience the ef-
fects of unregulated electricity pricing
without unregulated competition for
new supplies of electricity.

So while there is no new generating
capacity in California and no free-
wheeling competition in the wholesale
market for electricity, consumers are
facing unlimited prices.

As a result, beginning this summer,
customers of San Diego Gas and Elec-
tric in San Diego and Orange Counties
will have seen their electricity bills
double and triple. And that has contin-
ued over the last several months. The
small businesses have closed, and con-
sumers are suffering.

On July 26, the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission opened an inquiry
into this situation. They have written
their findings and their recommenda-
tions, and yet they have not been re-
leased to the Congress or to the public.
Considering the seriousness of the situ-
ation in California, there should be no
further delay in releasing this report.

This resolution, introduced by my
colleague, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY), will help assure
that his constituents in San Diego and
all other San Diego Gas and Electric
customers and Orange County and all
other California electricity consumers
in the near future do not have to con-
tinue to wait even longer before finally
getting answers they need simply be-
cause the Federal bureaucracy is drag-
ging its feet.

The Committee on Commerce has
spent nearly 6 years holding hearings
on the best way to modernize our laws
governing the electric utilities so that
electricity will be more affordable and
reliable. In that process, we have
talked to consumers, regulators, and
power generators. We have learned
from our California situation that
interstate electricity markets pose
complicated issues of Federal and
State jurisdiction.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission’s report, if we can see it, will
speak to the important question of
interstate transmission of electricity.
The situation in California highlights
the importance of getting it right for
consumers.

In conclusion, I commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY),
my colleague, on his resolution; and I
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the electricity price
spikes in California have gained na-
tional attention and have moved to the
center of the debate on the question of
electricity industry restructuring.

Consumers in some California com-
munities have faced unprecedented
electricity prices and are rightly ask-
ing what the Federal Government
might do to help bring down the price
of this vital commodity.

This evening we consider a resolution
which expresses the sense of the House
that the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission should make public its
findings and recommendations regard-
ing California’s electricity price prob-
lems by November 1, 2000. It is, to say
the least, a modest measure.

I will take the occasion of these com-
ments, Mr. Speaker, to note for a mo-
ment the very fine work which has
been done during the course of the last
2 years by the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Power, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Barton).

Under his able guidance, the Sub-
committee on Energy and Power re-
ported a number of measures which,
taken together, would have achieved
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substantial progress toward the cre-
ation of a national energy policy.

Unfortunately, on the most signifi-
cant of these topics, nuclear waste dis-
posal and electricity industry restruc-
turing, the legislative process stalled
following the reporting of the legisla-
tion from the subcommittee of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON). And
that happened despite the sound efforts
of the gentleman to move the process
forward.

As a result of this legislative inac-
tion, we find ourselves no closer to
having a national energy policy today
than we were finding ourselves when
this Congress convened approximately
2 years ago. And I think that is sad.
And so, today we find ourselves debat-
ing relatively modest policy initia-
tives, such as the measure that is now
before us, which is a nonbinding resolu-
tion that merely expresses an opinion.

While the measure might have some
marginally beneficial effects, I would
suggest that it is no substitute for
leadership on energy policy.

MR. COX. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX) for bringing
this resolution to us tonight. I thank
his colleague and my friend, the gen-
tleman from San Diego, California (Mr.
BILBRAY). Our hearts and prayers are
with him, as he has suffered a terrible
loss in his family and cannot be here
tonight.

I thank my colleagues for bringing
this to us. Because San Diego is the
poster child for the future of California
what is going on in San Diego, what
happened after the deregulation to a
monopoly market, will happen to the
rest of California in another year or so
and perhaps the rest of the Nation if we
do not take heed of San Diego’s crisis.

The measure before us tonight is not
the proper response to the crisis that
we have in San Diego. It is a very weak
response. If the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY) was not my
friend, I would say it was a meaning-
less response to the level of crisis that
we face.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY) introduced this resolution
yesterday. Magically, it comes to the
floor today. The Republican leadership,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
COX), and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY) could have
brought meaningful legislation to this
floor tonight to really help us in San
Diego.

I introduced, for example, H.R. 5131
on September 7. I will explain that bill
in a minute. But it can solve the crisis
we have in San Diego. I asked the
Speaker of the House to schedule this
before we recessed.

San Diego is panicking. San Diego
faces enormous debts. We have had no

response from the leadership of this
House to really deal with the crisis
that we face in San Diego.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
COX) gave a good summary of the situa-
tion, the doubling and tripling of prices
in San Diego over a 3-month period.
The average small business in my dis-
trict, my colleagues, in our districts in
San Diego went from let us say $800 a
month in May and June to $1,500 a
month and then to $2,500 a month. No
business can survive with these kinds
of increases.

A person on a fixed income had his
bill or her bill go from $35 a month to
$70 a month to $120 a month. No person
who is on a fixed income can survive
this. And literally life-and-death deci-
sions had to be made given that situa-
tion.

This was not an issue, Mr. Speaker,
of supply and demand in California. We
do not have enough supply for the fu-
ture developments. But this crisis was
brought about by manipulation of the
market by wholesalers and marketers
of electricity. They caused a crisis
which did not have to exist.

When the FERC report that is re-
ferred to in this resolution is made
public on November 1, it will show that
there was incredibly close to criminal
manipulation of the market, with-
holding of capacity by the major gen-
erators, laundering electricity through
Northwestern States to get a higher
price in California, artificially creating
a sense of dearth of supply through ma-
nipulation of the transmission capac-
ities and on and on. And the FERC re-
port will outline that.

This was a criminal gaming of the
rules that were set up in California.
This was not an issue of supply and de-
mand. And as my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY),
knows within those 3 or 4 months of
this crisis, after deregulation occurred
in San Diego and Orange counties ad-
vertise, close to $600 billion was sucked
out of our economy by these marketers
and generators, $6 billion. I hope I said
that with a ‘‘B.’’ Over $600 million from
the consumers of San Diego alone.

Now, the State legislature acted on
this to the limit of their ability to act.
They froze retail prices. As the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX)
knows, they froze retail prices at 61⁄2
cents a kilowatt hour. And that took
the gun away from the head of San
Diego consumers because their prices
and my bill that I got was frozen at
this figure.

But, Mr. Speaker, that debt is
mounting up for the consumers of Cali-
fornia and San Diego. That retail price
freeze was merely a deferral of the
cost. The debt that individual busi-
nesses and consumers have is adding up
in the so-called balancing account. Our
Northern utilities in San Diego, not
only San Diego Gas and Electric, which
now has a mounting debt, but PG&E
and Edison have debts mounting up
again to almost $6 billion between
them.

This is an economic crisis, an eco-
nomic recession hanging in the balance
if we do not act here in this body and
at the national level.

A crisis was created by deregulation
to a monopoly situation, $6 billion
being sucked from our economy. And
how do we respond? How does this body
respond? The Republican majority
gives what kind of resolution? That we
will get a report 5 days earlier than
FERC said it was going to come out.

They issued a finding in the last cou-
ple of days. That said they will issue
the report November 1. I would like to
see that earlier. I would like to see it
today. I will vote for the resolution,
but that does nothing for San Diego
consumers. That does nothing for the
California economy.

What we need and what H.R. 5131
does is a roll-back of wholesale prices
to their prederegulation levels in the
Western market and refunds to the
consumers in California. That I will
tell my colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY), is the only
solution to San Diego and California’s
problem.
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We must go after the folks who took

our money away, and that is the whole-
sale generators and marketers. They,
illegally in my opinion, in the opinion
of the gentleman from California (Mr.
HUNTER) raised their prices to an un-
just level, five, six, seven times what
was the previous price. They charged
what the market could bear. And now
their earnings report have just come
out, Mr. Speaker, the earnings report
of the major generators in this country
who provide the western market, and
they have reported 200, 300 percent or
more profit increase over the year be-
fore. That is unconscionable. They
have taken away our businesses, they
have taken away our future, they
threaten our whole economy. And yet
the majority motion on the floor is
give us a report a few days earlier.

What this Congress should do, I say
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY), is to put H.R. 5131 on the
floor tomorrow. You have the power to
do it. You showed you can take a reso-
lution and put it on the floor within a
day. Let us go after those who have
caused this enormous panic and fright-
ening situation in San Diego. Let us in-
struct FERC to roll back the wholesale
prices in the western market and re-
fund that overcharge to consumers.

That is what this House ought to do.
That is what our Federal regulatory
commission ought to do. San Diegans
and Californians are holding our breath
to see what the Federal Government
will do. We have another day, 2 days, 3
days, we do not know yet, in this ses-
sion of Congress. I ask the majority, I
ask the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY), I ask the gentleman from
California (Mr. COX) to bring us a real
motion, a real resolution to solve this
problem. Let us really help San Diego
and not embark on this weak and
meaningless response.
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I thank my colleagues. I really do

thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. COX) for spotlighting San Diego’s
situation. If the rest of California and
the rest of the country deregulates
through this monopoly situation under
the rules that we had, the rest of the
country is going to face the same panic
and economic crisis that is brewing in
California.

The majority party can help San
Diego now. Let us do it tomorrow.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
3 minutes.

I want to thank the previous speak-
ers for their bipartisan cooperation in
the passage of this resolution; and I
would add that there is a big difference
between this resolution which, as has
been pointed out, is a sense of the Con-
gress resolution urging simply that the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion release a report that has been
shelf-ready since October 19, bearing
directly on the kinds of legislation
that are under discussion here, and
substantive legislation to remake the
electric utility industry in the largest
State of the union or in the rest of the
country.

My colleague referenced H.R. 5131,
his legislation, and he was good to
point out that he has introduced this
legislation for the first time just last
month in the closing days of the second
session of the 106th Congress. Even
though this legislation, which is sweep-
ing in its effects, was introduced by
such a distinguished Member as the
gentleman from San Diego, I think he
recognizes it would not be regular
order for it to be simply whisked into
law in a matter of weeks without even
being able to know the results of the
significant study that has been under-
way since July at the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

And so I would return to the point
and the purpose of this resolution,
which is to put before the Congress and
to put before the general public for the
requisite 3-week period of comment the
already completed study and rec-
ommendations of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission bearing on
what we have all agreed is an extraor-
dinarily difficult and complicated prob-
lem with very, very egregious con-
sequences for consumers in Southern
California.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FILNER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

As the gentleman from California
(Mr. COX) said, this is simply a resolu-
tion, a sense of the Congress. It does
absolutely nothing for the citizens of
San Diego.

Mr. COX. Reclaiming my time on
that point. This resolution does noth-
ing more, nothing less than it purports
to do, which is to put before the Con-
gress a report which we ought by rights
to have seen on October 19, and I think
that on that we should all agree.

Mr. FILNER. As the gentleman
pointed out, I introduced H.R. 5131 a
month and a half ago. That was plenty
of time, given the crisis that San Diego
has, for this Congress to go through
hearings, to go through anything they
want.

We have had bills put on this floor in
the last couple of days that nobody has
ever seen before, incredibly com-
plicated tax business and appropria-
tions bills that nobody had ever seen.
The resolution of the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY) did not have
the light of day until yesterday and
here it is on the floor today. So you
can act when you want to. We have had
a month and a half to act.

I will tell the gentleman that the cri-
sis in San Diego mounts every day.
People are going out of business as
they face the mounting debt.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THUNE). The time of the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER) has ex-
pired.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman knows, the major utilities
in our State which are major economic
forces have appealed to the Public Util-
ities Commission of California, have
appealed to the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission to give them some
relief because their debts are mounting
and their bond ratings have gone down.
If any one of those utilities goes under,
the gentleman knows the domino effect
on California.

I cannot overstate the crisis for my
city, my State or my Nation. Yet we
are not doing anything in the waning
days of this session. We should have
the hearings. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON) and his Sub-
committee on Energy and Power of the
Committee on Commerce did come to
San Diego, and we are very grateful for
that. They had findings at that hear-
ing. They heard San Diegans testify all
day. They heard the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission. They had
enough to go on to have hearings on
my bill or any other bill that anybody
thought would solve the problem.

By the way, I am joined in my bill by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HUNTER) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY). Also the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. PACKARD) have ex-
pressed support. We do have time to
act when you want to. The majority
should put our bills on the floor now.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
1 minute and simply agree with the es-
sential points that have been made on
both sides here this evening. That is,
first, that the crisis for consumers and
small businesses alike in Southern
California, in particular in San Diego
and Orange Counties is very real.

Second, that we should take swift ac-
tion and prudent action to address it
both in the State legislature in Sac-

ramento and here in Washington, D.C.
And, third, that to inform those deci-
sions, we are entitled to see the report
and the study and the recommenda-
tions of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission on this very topic.

I would finally observe that as my
colleague from San Diego points out,
the legislation to which he refers, H.R.
5131, not the only bill on this topic but
an important one, is sponsored jointly
by Democrats and Republicans, highly
respected Members of this body, and it
is therefore in the interest of both Re-
publicans and Democrats that we move
rapidly on such legislation.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say to my colleague on the other
side from California, there is really no
purpose to this resolution whatsoever.
I think he has been trying to justify it,
and I know he is trying by suggesting
that somehow this puts the report or
the recommendation into the RECORD,
but the resolution does not even ac-
complish that. There is a FERC order
from October 26 that says that the
commission will place in the public
record the report. So not only is this
just a sense of Congress which accom-
plishes nothing, but the report would
be put in the RECORD, anyway, it would
be made a public record that anybody
would have access to. There is nothing
here.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge opposition
to this resolution. It is bad policy, it is
bad process. I want to back up what the
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
NER) said. The bill was introduced last
night, it has not seen the light of day
let alone any proper committee proc-
ess. Essentially the bill does nothing.
It is purely political. The FERC is ex-
pected to come out with its findings
and recommendations regarding Cali-
fornia’s energy price spikes on Novem-
ber 1. This bill just asks the FERC to
release its findings 1 day sooner. It is
already a matter of public record once
it comes out. And California already
has legislation in place to freeze en-
ergy rates.

Now, I say this is an exercise in futil-
ity not only because it is, and I want to
bare the reality of it here tonight and
support what the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) said but also to
stress that in the meantime, the House
Republican leadership is not bringing
other measures to the floor that would
truly address California and the Na-
tion’s rising energy costs.

In fact, the tax package that we de-
bated today eliminates important en-
ergy conservation and alternative en-
ergy measures that would save energy
and money for our businesses and con-
sumers and would protect our environ-
ment. For example, the tax package
does not include $400 million for elec-
tricity produced from renewable
sources. The package also does not in-
clude tax credits for alternative fuel or
hybrid vehicles.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11320 October 26, 2000
We all know that oil and gas prices

have been higher than in previous
years. If the average fuel economy of
the 131 million cars driven in 1998 were
to have been increased by just one mile
per gallon, we would have conserved 3.2
billion gallons of gasoline that year.
Furthermore, if we now were to in-
crease the fuel efficiency of vehicles by
just three miles per gallon, we would
save one million barrels of oil per day.
I say this because I would like to pre-
clude the need for even suggesting the
drilling in ANWR, the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge which Governor Bush
and the Republican leadership in Con-
gress also are advocating. Unfortu-
nately, we do not see any measures
being brought to the floor by the Re-
publican leadership that would encour-
age greater fuel efficiency in vehicles.

The point is this bill is futile. It is
bad policy. It accomplishes nothing.
We should be doing a lot more impor-
tant things.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
11⁄2 minutes.

I would simply correct for the record
one statement that my distinguished
colleague has just made, and, that is,
that the purpose of this resolution is to
advance by 1 day the release of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion report. It is, to the contrary, to re-
lease the report immediately, whereas
it has been completed since October 19.
Let me read from the concurring opin-
ion of one of the FERC commissioners
on October 19 when that report was re-
leased:

‘‘Rather than wait for November to
release the findings of our staff’s inves-
tigation, I urge the chairman to release
the completed report now. Our open
government requires it. Fairness does
as well. The people of California should
have as much time as possible to digest
our staff’s findings and consider the op-
tions presented.’’

The commissioner continues:
‘‘Justice Brandeis often remarked,

‘Sunlight is the best disinfectant.’ Let
the sun shine on our staff’s report. It
could only help heal the raw emotions
rampant in the State of California. I
hope that the commission will proceed
in the right path from now on.’’

The bureaucracy here, to put it rel-
atively impolitely in this case, is drag-
ging its feet. This is a report on a very
significant topic, the result of a signifi-
cant and long study. It should not be
gathering dust on the shelf. There is a
3-week comment period once it is re-
leased that will have to expire before
the recommendations can be made
final. The California legislature is
going into session at the beginning of
December.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to point out one more factor in
all this before I conclude and, that is,
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission has claimed both in public and
in private conversations they do not

have the authority to roll back whole-
sale prices retroactively.

My legislation, cosponsored by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER), gives them that
authority to roll back prices retro-
actively. That is the only thing that
can save San Diego and the rest of
California from its mounting debt
which has now reached $6 billion as I
pointed out. We must go after those
who have gouged us with these prices.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I just
want to say that although the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY) are saying that the bureauc-
racy is dragging its feet, actually
FERC has acted with incredible speed
in this investigation. It is the Congress
that is dragging its feet. What San
Diego wants to see from this Congress
before it adjourns is some meaningful
action to stop the mounting debt that
threatens big and small business alike
and threatens the very income of all of
our residents.
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San Diego is watching this Congress.

What San Diego sees, because the ma-
jority party will not schedule any
meaningful legislation to be voted on,
is Congress dragging its feet. That is
the issue, Mr. Speaker, that we must
address. California is waiting. San
Diego is waiting. This Congress should
act before we adjourn.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
resolution, because it will lay before
the Congress, lay before the public, lay
before legislators in California, vitally
important information, the results of a
study by the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission on the energy crisis
in Southern California caused by the
deregulation legislation enacted in the
legislature in Sacramento.

Without question, this is a situation
that we must not allow to continue;
but without question, we also must
know where we are headed with reform
in Sacramento.

When the Democratic legislature
adopted the deregulation that has led
to this crisis, they did so with the best
of intentions, and they did so with bi-
partisan cooperation.

It has not turned out as people would
have wished. The best of intentions or
acting in haste, therefore, as we have
seen from experience is not what is re-
quired; what is required is immediate
remedial action based upon the facts;
and right now, the best facts lie with
the FERC.

We ought to in this Congress, while
we are still in session, have that infor-
mation. This resolution, which I expect
will be unanimously adopted by Repub-
licans and Democrats, is, in fact, what
the FERC needs to hear, because it is
true, as Justice Brandeis has said, that
sunshine is the best disinfectant. Let
us get that information out. Let us get
that report released.

Let us enact this Bilbray resolution
so that we may then swiftly move to
the more fundamental legislation that
has occupied so much of our debate
here this evening.

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following
for the RECORD:
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BRIAN BILBRAY

FOR H. RES. 650
I would like to take this opportunity to

thank Chairman Bliley and leadership for
working with me to bring this resolution to
the floor. H. Res. 650 is a simple, straight-
forward resolution that expresses the sense
of Congress that the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission release it’s completed re-
port on the California electricity crisis be-
fore November 1, 2000.

FERC has been investigating the elec-
tricity market place in California as a result
of unexpected rate of volatility this summer,
San Diego and Orange Counties were the
first in the nation to experience the effects
of an unregulated electricity markets.

After speaking with the Commission and
writing a letter, a copy of which is included
for the record, requesting that the completed
report be released as soon as possible, I in-
troduced H. Res. 650 to ensure that the re-
port be made public sooner rather than later,
so that all interested parties can examine,
analyze and make response to the report as
quickly as possible. The initial report is
complete. Why not let the public have access
to it now?

The consumers in southern California have
had a difficult time this summer, and the
crisis is not over. The entire state of Cali-
fornia will be facing these hardships unless
consumers, industry, utilities, generators,
legislators, the Governor, and regulators—
both FERC and the California Public Utility
Commission,—come together to fix the flaws
in the California electricity market. Until
the FERC report is released, all of these in-
terested parties are in limbo.

Help San Diego. Help California. Vote for
H. Res. 650.

Thank you.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 20, 2000.

Chairman JAMES J. HOECKER,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HOECKER: I am writing re-
garding the ‘‘Order Announcing Expedited
Procedures for Addressing California Market
Issues’’ issued October 19, 2000—the result of
the staff fact-finding investigation you com-
missioned on July 26, 2000, of the conditions
of the electric bulk power markets in various
regions of the country, particularly Cali-
fornia.

I commend you for initiating this process,
the results of which will surely be critical in
developing a strategy for moving beyond the
crisis we are now enduring in California. It is
my understanding, that the results of this
investigation are complete; however, they
are not currently scheduled for public re-
lease until November 9, 2000.

Given the time-sensitive nature of the
electricity crisis in California, with small
businesses closing and consumers suffering, I
would strongly urge you to make the results
of your investigation public immediately, so
that this information can be put to use as
soon as possible in developing sound rem-
edies for the adverse situation to which Cali-
fornia electricity consumers have been sub-
jected. Additionally, with the State legisla-
ture set to reconvene in December, it would
seem to make sense to provide California’s
legislators with this information as soon as
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possible, in order to enable them to ‘‘hit the
ground running’’ on this critical matter once
they gather again in Sacramento in Decem-
ber. It is my intention to do everything
within my power to make this information
available to the decisionmakers who will
need it to help bring some relief to the long-
suffering electricity consumers in San Diego
and elsewhere throughout California.

I greatly appreciate and thank you in ad-
vance for your attention to this request, and
your anticipated affirmative response.
Please don’t hesitate to contact me directly
with any questions or to further discuss this
important matter.

Sincerely,
BRIAN BILBRAY,
Member of Congress.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to thank Chairman BLILEY
and leadership for working with me to bring
this resolution to the floor. H. Res. 650 is a
simple, straightforward resolution that ex-
presses the sense of Congress that the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission release
it’s completed report on the California elec-
tricity crisis before November 1, 2000.

FERC has been investigating the electricity
market place in California as a result of unex-
pected rate volatility this summer. San Diego
and Orange Counties were the first in the na-
tion to experience the effects of an unregu-
lated electricity market.

After speaking with the Commission and
writing a letter, a copy of which is included for
the record, requesting that the completed re-
port be released as soon as possible, I intro-
duced H. Res. 650 to ensure that the report
be made public sooner rather than later, so
that all interested parties can examine, ana-
lyze and make respond to the report as quick-
ly as possible. The initial report is complete.
Why not let the public have access to it now?

The consumers in southern California have
had a difficult time this summer, and the crisis
is not over. The entire State of California will
be facing these hardships unless consumers,
industry, utilities, generators, legislators, the
Governor, and regulators—both FERC and the
California Public Utility Commission—come to-
gether to fix the flaws in the California elec-
tricity market. Until the FERC report is re-
leased, all of these interested parties are in
limbo.

Help San Diego. Help California. Vote for H.
Res. 650

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 20, 2000.

Chairman JAMES J. HOECKER,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HOECKER: I am writing re-
garding the ‘‘Order Announcing Expedited
Procedures for Addressing California Market
Issues’’ issued October 19, 2000—the result of
the staff fact-finding investigation you com-
missioned on July 26, 2000, of the conditions
of the electric bulk power markets in various
regions of the country, particularly Cali-
fornia.

I commend you for initiating this process,
the results of which will surely be critical in
developing a strategy for moving beyond the
crisis we are now enduring in California. It is
my understanding,that the results of this in-
vestigation are complete; however, they are
not currently scheduled for public release
until November 9, 2000.

Given the time-sensitive nature of the
electricity crisis in California, with small
businesses closing and consumers suffering, I

would strongly urge you to make the results
of your investigation public immediately, so
that this information can be put to use as
soon as possible in developing sound rem-
edies for the adverse situation to which Cali-
fornia electricity consumers have been sub-
jected. Additionally, with the State legisla-
ture set to reconvene in December, it would
seem to make sense to provide California’s
legislators with this information as soon as
possible, in order to enable them to ‘‘hit the
ground running’’ on this critical matter once
they gather again in Sacramento in Decem-
ber. It is my intention to do everything
within my power to make this information
available to the decisionmakers who will
need it to help bring some relief to the long-
suffering electricity consumers in San Diego
and elsewhere throughout California.

I greatly appreciate and thank you in ad-
vance for your attention to this request, and
your anticipated affirmative response.
Please don’t hesitate to contact me directly
with any questions or to further discuss this
important matter.

Sincerely,
BRIAN BILBRAY,
Member of Congress.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H. Res. 650, which encourages the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission to make pub-
lic its findings and recommendations regarding
the electricity crisis in California.

While I have no substantive objection to H.
Res. 650, I’m disappointed that the Majority
party failed to bring forward comprehensive
electricity legislation this Congress which
would help prevent another crisis next year.

According to industry figures, power trans-
actions across the national grid have jumped
from 200,000 transactions in 1997 to over 1.5
million projected for this year. Reliability of en-
ergy, therefore, is likely to get worse without
comprehensive action.

We must have open and non-discriminatory
access to transmission lines. We must ensure
the reliability of the electricity market. And we
must take action to stem the threat to stable
prices caused by market manipulation

If the leadership of this Congress had been
willing to take a first step, we could have con-
sidered H.R. 4941, the National Electric Reli-
ability Act, which I’m proud to cosponsor. The
bill would create an independent organization
to ensure the reliability of the interstate trans-
mission grids. This legislation has already
passed the Senate with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support.

Yet this House failed to consider any of
these measures. Now it’s likely that price
spikes, power market abuses, and reliability
problems will continue, especially in my state
and in places like San Diego where there
have been such problems. What a dismal out-
come.

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolution. For
those who come from states who haven’t yet
felt the impact of higher energy prices, the fail-
ure of this House to take meaningful steps to
ensure reliable electricity, prevent price spikes,
and protect against market power abuses in
the electricity market will come home to your
state and your constituents as well.

Mark my words. We’ll be back here next
Congress in a crisis mode because of the
House leadership’s failure to take on the hard
challenges this issue confronts us with.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THUNE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 650.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

MAKING IN ORDER ON FRIDAY,
OCTOBER 27, 2000, CALL OF PRI-
VATE CALENDAR

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I ask unani-
mous consent that on Friday, October
27, 2000, it be in order to consider the
call of the Private Calendar.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

FIRE ADMINISTRATION
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2000

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 655)
providing for the consideration of the
bill H.R. 1550 and the Senate amend-
ment thereto.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 655

Resolved, That, upon the adoption of this
resolution, the House shall be considered to
have taken from the Speaker’s table the bill
H.R. 1550 together with the Senate amend-
ment thereto, and to have concurred in the
Senate amendment with amendments as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

TITLE I—UNITED STATES FIRE
ADMINISTRATION

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Fire Ad-

ministration Authorization Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 102. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 17(g)(1) of the Federal Fire Preven-
tion and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C.
2216(g)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (G);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (H) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(I) $44,753,000 for fiscal year 2001, of which

$3,000,000 is for research activities, and
$250,000 may be used for contracts or grants
to non-Federal entities for data analysis, in-
cluding general fire profiles and special fire
analyses and report projects, and of which
$6,000,000 is for anti-terrorism training, in-
cluding associated curriculum development,
for fire and emergency services personnel;
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‘‘(J) $47,800,000 for fiscal year 2002, of which

$3,250,000 is for research activities, and
$250,000 may be used for contracts or grants
to non-Federal entities for data analysis, in-
cluding general fire profiles and special fire
analyses and report projects, and of which
$7,000,000 is for anti-terrorism training, in-
cluding associated curriculum development,
for fire and emergency services personnel;
and

‘‘(K) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, of which
$3,500,000 is for research activities, and
$250,000 may be used for contracts or grants
to non-Federal entities for data analysis, in-
cluding general fire profiles and special fire
analyses and report projects, and of which
$8,000,000 is for anti-terrorism training, in-
cluding associated curriculum development,
for fire and emergency services personnel.’’.
None of the funds authorized for the United
States Fire Administration for fiscal year
2002 may be obligated unless the Adminis-
trator has verified to the Committee on
Science of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate that the obli-
gation of funds is consistent with the stra-
tegic plan transmitted under section 103 of
this Act.
SEC. 103. STRATEGIC PLAN.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than April 30,
2001, the Administrator of the United States
Fire Administration shall prepare and trans-
mit to the Committee on Science of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
of the Senate a 5-year strategic plan of pro-
gram activities for the United States Fire
Administration.

(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—The plan required
by subsection (a) shall include—

(1) a comprehensive mission statement
covering the major functions and operations
of the United States Fire Administration in
the areas of training; research, development,
test and evaluation; new technology and
non-developmental item implementation;
safety; counterterrorism; data collection and
analysis; and public education;

(2) general goals and objectives, including
those related to outcomes, for the major
functions and operations of the United
States Fire Administration;

(3) a description of how the goals and ob-
jectives identified under paragraph (2) are to
be achieved, including operational processes,
skills and technology, and the human, cap-
ital, information, and other resources re-
quired to meet those goals and objectives;

(4) an analysis of the strengths and weak-
nesses of, opportunities for, and threats to
the United States Fire Administration;

(5) an identification of the fire-related ac-
tivities of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, the Department of De-
fense, and other Federal agencies, and a dis-
cussion of how those activities can be coordi-
nated with and contribute to the achieve-
ment of the goals and objectives identified
under paragraph (2);

(6) a description of objective, quantifiable
performance goals needed to define the level
of performance achieved by program activi-
ties in training, research, data collection and
analysis, and public education, and how
these performance goals relate to the gen-
eral goals and objectives in the strategic
plan;

(7) an identification of key factors external
to the United States Fire Administration
and beyond its control that could affect sig-
nificantly the achievement of the general
goals and objectives;

(8) a description of program evaluations
used in establishing or revising general goals
and objectives, with a schedule for future
program evaluations;

(9) a plan for the timely distribution of in-
formation and educational materials to
State and local firefighting services, includ-
ing volunteer, career, and combination serv-
ices throughout the United States;

(10) a description of how the strategic plan
prepared under this section will be incor-
porated into the strategic plan and the per-
formance plans and reports of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency;

(11)(A) a description of the current and
planned use of the Internet for the delivery
of training courses by the National Fire
Academy, including a listing of the types of
courses and a description of each course’s
provisions for real time interaction between
instructor and students, the number of stu-
dents enrolled, and the geographic distribu-
tion of students, for the most recent fiscal
year;

(B) an assessment of the availability and
actual use by the National Fire Academy of
Federal facilities suitable for distance edu-
cation applications, including facilities with
teleconferencing capabilities; and

(C) an assessment of the benefits and prob-
lems associated with delivery of instruc-
tional courses using the Internet, including
limitations due to network bandwidth at
training sites, the availability of suitable
course materials, and the effectiveness of
such courses in terms of student perform-
ance;

(12) timeline for implementing the plan;
and

(13) the expected costs for implementing
the plan.
SEC. 104. RESEARCH AGENDA.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 120 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Administrator of the United States Fire
Administration, in consultation with the Di-
rector of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, the Director of the National
Institute of Standards and Technology, rep-
resentatives of trade, professional, and non-
profit associations, State and local fire-
fighting services, and other appropriate enti-
ties, shall prepare and transmit to the Com-
mittee on Science of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a
report describing the United States Fire Ad-
ministration’s research agenda and including
a plan for implementing that agenda.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall—

(1) identify research priorities;
(2) describe how the proposed research

agenda will be coordinated and integrated
with the programs and capabilities of the
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, the Department of Defense, and
other Federal agencies;

(3) identify potential roles of academic,
trade, professional, and non-profit associa-
tions, and other research institutions in
achieving the research agenda;

(4) provide cost estimates, anticipated per-
sonnel needs, and a schedule for completing
the various elements of the research agenda;

(5) describe ways to leverage resources
through partnerships, cooperative agree-
ments, and other means; and

(6) discuss how the proposed research agen-
da will enhance training, improve State and
local firefighting services, impact standards
and codes, increase firefighter and public
safety, and advance firefighting techniques.

(c) USE IN PREPARING STRATEGIC PLAN.—
The research agenda prepared under this sec-
tion shall be used in the preparation of the
strategic plan required by section 103.
SEC. 105. SURPLUS AND EXCESS FEDERAL EQUIP-

MENT.
The Federal Fire Prevention and Control

Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 33. SURPLUS AND EXCESS FEDERAL EQUIP-
MENT.

‘‘The Administrator shall make publicly
available, including through the Internet, in-
formation on procedures for acquiring sur-
plus and excess equipment or property that
may be useful to State and local fire, emer-
gency, and hazardous material handling
service providers.’’.
SEC. 106. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS WITH FED-

ERAL FACILITIES.
The Federal Fire Prevention and Control

Act of 1974, as amended by section 105, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 34. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS WITH FED-

ERAL FACILITIES.
‘‘The Administrator shall make publicly

available, including through the Internet, in-
formation on procedures for establishing co-
operative agreements between State and
local fire and emergency services and Fed-
eral facilities in their region relating to the
provision of fire and emergency services.’’.
SEC. 107. NEED FOR ADDITIONAL TRAINING IN

COUNTERTERRORISM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the

United States Fire Administration shall con-
duct an assessment of the need for additional
capabilities for Federal counterterrorism
training of emergency response personnel.

(b) CONTENTS OF ASSESSMENT.—The assess-
ment conducted under this section shall
include—

(1) a review of the counterterrorism train-
ing programs offered by the United States
Fire Administration and other Federal agen-
cies;

(2) an estimate of the number and types of
emergency response personnel that have,
during the period between January 1, 1994,
and October 1, 1999, sought training de-
scribed in paragraph (1), but have been un-
able to receive that training as a result of
the oversubscription of the training capabili-
ties; and

(3) a recommendation on the need to pro-
vide additional Federal counterterrorism
training centers, including—

(A) an analysis of existing Federal facili-
ties that could be used as counterterrorism
training facilities; and

(B) a cost-benefit analysis of the establish-
ment of such counterterrorism training fa-
cilities.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Administrator shall prepare and submit to
the Congress a report on the results of the
assessment conducted under this section.
SEC. 108. WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE

FIRE SAFETY RESEARCH PROGRAM.
From the funds authorized to be appro-

priated by the amendments made by section
102, $1,000,000 may be expended for the
Worcester Polytechnic Institute fire safety
research program.
SEC. 109. INTERNET AVAILABILITY OF INFORMA-

TION.
Upon the conclusion of the research under

a research grant or award of $50,000 made
with funds authorized by this title (or any
amendments made by this title), the Admin-
istrator of the United States Fire Adminis-
tration shall make available through the
Internet home page of the Administration a
brief summary of the results and importance
of such research grant or award. Nothing in
this section shall be construed to require or
permit the release of any information pro-
hibited by law or regulation from being re-
leased to the public.
SEC. 110. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS AND RE-

PEALS.
(a) 1974 ACT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Fire Preven-

tion and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2201 et
seq.) is amended—
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(A) by striking subsection (b) of section 10

(15 U.S.C. 2209) and redesignating subsection
(c) of that section as subsection (b);

(B) by striking sections 26 and 27 (15 U.S.C.
2222; 2223);

(C) by striking ‘‘(a) The’’ in section 24 (15
U.S.C. 2220) and inserting ‘‘The’’; and

(D) by striking subsection (b) of section 24.
(2) REFERENCES TO SECRETARY.—The Fed-

eral Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974
(15 U.S.C. 2201 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 4 (15 U.S.C. 2203)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon

in paragraph (7);
(ii) by striking paragraph (8); and
(iii) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para-

graph (8);
(B) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ and inserting

‘‘Director’’—
(i) in section 5(b) (15 U.S.C. 2204(b));
(ii) each place it appears in section 7 (15

U.S.C. 2206);
(iii) the first place it appears in section

11(c) (15 U.S.C. 2210(c));
(iv) in section 15(b)(2), (c), and (f) (15 U.S.C.

2214(b)(2), (c), and (f));
(v) the second place it appears in section

15(e)(1)(A) (15 U.S.C. 2214(e)(1)(A));
(vi) in section 16 (15 U.S.C. 2215);
(vii) the second place it appears in section

19(a) (42 U.S.C. 290a(a));
(viii) both places it appears in section 20

(15 U.S.C. 2217); and
(ix) in section 21(c) (15 U.S.C. 2218(c)); and
(C) in section 15, by striking ‘‘Secretary’s’’

each place it appears and inserting ‘‘Direc-
tor’s’’.

(b) DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.—Section 12
of the Act of February 14, 1903 (15 U.S.C. 1511)
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘Census;’’ in
paragraph (5);

(2) by striking paragraph (6); and
(3) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-

graph (6).

SEC. 111. NATIONAL FIRE ACADEMY CUR-
RICULUM REVIEW.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
United States Fire Administration, in con-
sultation with the Board of Visitors and rep-
resentatives of trade and professional asso-
ciations, State and local firefighting serv-
ices, and other appropriate entities, shall
conduct a review of the courses of instruc-
tion available at the National Fire Academy
to ensure that they are up-to-date and com-
plement, not duplicate, courses of instruc-
tion offered elsewhere. Not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Administrator shall prepare and submit
a report to the Committee on Science of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
of the Senate.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall—

(1) examine and assess the courses of in-
struction offered by the National Fire Acad-
emy;

(2) identify redundant and out-of-date
courses of instruction;

(3) examine the current and future impact
of information technology on National Fire
Academy curricula, methods of instruction,
and delivery of services; and

(4) make recommendations for updating
the curriculum, methods of instruction, and
delivery of services by the National Fire
Academy considering current and future
needs, State-based curricula, advances in in-
formation technologies, and other relevant
factors.

SEC. 112. REPEAL OF EXCEPTION TO FIRE SAFE-
TY REQUIREMENT.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 4 of Public Law 103–
195 (107 Stat. 2298) is hereby repealed.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall
take effect 1 year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 113. NATIONAL FALLEN FIREFIGHTERS

FOUNDATION TECHNICAL CORREC-
TIONS.

(a) PURPOSES.—Section 151302 of title 36,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(1) primarily—
‘‘(A) to encourage, accept, and administer

private gifts of property for the benefit of
the National Fallen Firefighters’ Memorial
and the annual memorial service associated
with the memorial; and

‘‘(B) to, in coordination with the Federal
Government and fire services (as that term
is defined in section 4 of the Federal Fire
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C.
2203)), plan, direct, and manage the memorial
service referred to in subparagraph (A);’’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘and Federal’’ in para-
graph (2) after ‘‘non-Federal’’;

(3) in paragraph (3)—
(A) by striking ‘‘State and local’’ and in-

serting ‘‘Federal, State, and local’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon;
(4) by striking ‘‘firefighters.’’ in paragraph

(4) and inserting ‘‘firefighters;’’; and
(5) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) to provide for a national program to

assist families of fallen firefighters and fire
departments in dealing with line-of-duty
deaths of those firefighters; and

‘‘(6) to promote national, State, and local
initiatives to increase public awareness of
fire and life safety.’’.

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—Section 151303 of
title 36, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (f) and (g) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(f) STATUS AND COMPENSATION.—
‘‘(1) Appointment to the board shall not

constitute employment by or the holding of
an office of the United States.

‘‘(2) Members of the board shall serve with-
out compensation.’’; and

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (g).

(c) OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES.—Section
151304 of title 36, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘not more than 2’’ in sub-
section (a); and

(2) by striking ‘‘are not’’ in subsection
(b)(1) and inserting ‘‘shall not be consid-
ered’’.

(d) SUPPORT BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.—Sec-
tion 151307(a)(1) of title 36, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The Administrator’’ and
inserting ‘‘During the 10-year period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of the Fire
Administration Authorization Act of 2000,
the Administrator’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘shall’’ in subparagraph (B)
and inserting ‘‘may’’.

TITLE II—EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS
REDUCTION

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Earthquake

Hazards Reduction Authorization Act of
2000’’.
SEC. 202. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY.—Section 12(a)(7) of the Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C.
7706(a)(7)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘1998,’’; and
(2) by striking ‘‘1999.’’ and inserting ‘‘1999;

$19,861,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, of which $450,000 is for Na-
tional Earthquake Hazard Reduction Pro-
gram-eligible efforts of an established multi-
state consortium to reduce the unacceptable
threat of earthquake damages in the New

Madrid seismic region through efforts to en-
hance preparedness, response, recovery, and
mitigation; $20,705,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002; and $21,585,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2003.’’.

(b) UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY.—
Section 12(b) of the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7706(b)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting after ‘‘operated by the
Agency.’’ the following: ‘‘There are author-
ized to be appropriated to the Secretary of
the Interior for purposes of carrying out,
through the Director of the United States
Geological Survey, the responsibilities that
may be assigned to the Director under this
Act $48,360,000 for fiscal year 2001, of which
$3,500,000 is for the Global Seismic Network
and $100,000 is for the Scientific Earthquake
Studies Advisory Committee established
under section 210 of the Earthquake Hazards
Reduction Authorization Act of 2000;
$50,415,000 for fiscal year 2002, of which
$3,600,000 is for the Global Seismic Network
and $100,000 is for the Scientific Earthquake
Studies Advisory Committee; and $52,558,000
for fiscal year 2003, of which $3,700,000 is for
the Global Seismic Network and $100,000 is
for the Scientific Earthquake Studies Advi-
sory Committee.’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (1);

(3) by striking ‘‘1999,’’ at the end of para-
graph (2) and inserting ‘‘1999;’’; and

(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(3) $9,000,000 of the amount authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 2001;

‘‘(4) $9,250,000 of the amount authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 2002; and

‘‘(5) $9,500,000 of the amount authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 2003,’’.

(c) REAL-TIME SEISMIC HAZARD WARNING
SYSTEM.—Section 2(a)(7) of the Act entitled
‘‘An Act To authorize appropriations for car-
rying out the Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Act of 1977 for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and
for other purposes’’ (111 Stat. 1159; 42 U.S.C.
7704 nt) is amended by striking ‘‘1999.’’ and
inserting ‘‘1999; $2,600,000 for fiscal year 2001;
$2,710,000 for fiscal year 2002; and $2,825,000
for fiscal year 2003.’’.

(d) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION.—Sec-
tion 12(c) of the Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7706(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘1998, and’’ and inserting
‘‘1998,’’; and

(2) by inserting after ‘‘1999.’’ the following:
‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Science Foundation $19,000,000
for engineering research and $11,900,000 for
geosciences research for fiscal year 2001;
$19,808,000 for engineering research and
$12,406,000 for geosciences research for fiscal
year 2002; and $20,650,000 for engineering re-
search and $12,933,000 for geosciences re-
search for fiscal year 2003.’’.

(e) NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND
TECHNOLOGY.—Section 12(d) of the Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42
U.S.C. 7706(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘1998, and’’; and inserting
‘‘1998,’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘1999.’’ and inserting ‘‘1999,
$2,332,000 for fiscal year 2001, $2,431,000 for fis-
cal year 2002, and $2,534,300 for fiscal year
2003.’’.
SEC. 203. REPEALS.

Section 10 and subsections (e) and (f) of
section 12 of the Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7705d and 7706 (e)
and (f)) are repealed.
SEC. 204. ADVANCED NATIONAL SEISMIC RE-

SEARCH AND MONITORING SYSTEM.
The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of

1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
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‘‘SEC. 13. ADVANCED NATIONAL SEISMIC RE-

SEARCH AND MONITORING SYSTEM.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the

United States Geological Survey shall estab-
lish and operate an Advanced National Seis-
mic Research and Monitoring System. The
purpose of such system shall be to organize,
modernize, standardize, and stabilize the na-
tional, regional, and urban seismic moni-
toring systems in the United States, includ-
ing sensors, recorders, and data analysis cen-
ters, into a coordinated system that will
measure and record the full range of fre-
quencies and amplitudes exhibited by seis-
mic waves, in order to enhance earthquake
research and warning capabilities.

‘‘(b) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of the
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Authoriza-
tion Act of 2000, the Director of the United
States Geological Survey shall transmit to
the Congress a 5-year management plan for
establishing and operating the Advanced Na-
tional Seismic Research and Monitoring Sys-
tem. The plan shall include annual cost esti-
mates for both modernization and operation,
milestones, standards, and performance
goals, as well as plans for securing the par-
ticipation of all existing networks in the Ad-
vanced National Seismic Research and Moni-
toring System and for establishing new, or
enhancing existing, partnerships to leverage
resources.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) EXPANSION AND MODERNIZATION.—In ad-

dition to amounts appropriated under sec-
tion 12(b), there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of the Interior, to
be used by the Director of the United States
Geological Survey to establish the Advanced
National Seismic Research and Monitoring
System—

‘‘(A) $33,500,000 for fiscal year 2002;
‘‘(B) $33,700,000 for fiscal year 2003;
‘‘(C) $35,100,000 for fiscal year 2004;
‘‘(D) $35,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; and
‘‘(E) $33,500,000 for fiscal year 2006.
‘‘(2) OPERATION.—In addition to amounts

appropriated under section 12(b), there are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of the Interior, to be used by the Di-
rector of the United States Geological Sur-
vey to operate the Advanced National Seis-
mic Research and Monitoring System—

‘‘(A) $4,500,000 for fiscal year 2002; and
‘‘(B) $10,300,000 for fiscal year 2003.’’.

SEC. 205. NETWORK FOR EARTHQUAKE ENGI-
NEERING SIMULATION.

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of
1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.) is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 14. NETWORK FOR EARTHQUAKE ENGI-

NEERING SIMULATION.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the

National Science Foundation shall establish
the George E. Brown, Jr. Network for Earth-
quake Engineering Simulation that will up-
grade, link, and integrate a system of geo-
graphically distributed experimental facili-
ties for earthquake engineering testing of
full-sized structures and their components
and partial-scale physical models. The sys-
tem shall be integrated through networking
software so that integrated models and data-
bases can be used to create model-based sim-
ulation, and the components of the system
shall be interconnected with a computer net-
work and allow for remote access, informa-
tion sharing, and collaborative research.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
In addition to amounts appropriated under
section 12(c), there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the National Science Founda-
tion for the George E. Brown, Jr. Network
for Earthquake Engineering Simulation—

‘‘(1) $28,200,000 for fiscal year 2001;
‘‘(2) $24,400,000 for fiscal year 2002;

‘‘(3) $4,500,000 for fiscal year 2003; and
‘‘(4) $17,000,000 for fiscal year 2004.’’.

SEC. 206. BUDGET COORDINATION.
Section 5 of the Earthquake Hazards Re-

duction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7704) is
amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (A) of sub-
section (b)(1) and redesignating subpara-
graphs (B) through (F) of subsection (b)(1) as
subparagraphs (A) through (E), respectively;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(c) BUDGET COORDINATION.—
‘‘(1) GUIDANCE.—The Agency shall each

year provide guidance to the other Program
agencies concerning the preparation of re-
quests for appropriations for activities re-
lated to the Program, and shall prepare, in
conjunction with the other Program agen-
cies, an annual Program budget to be sub-
mitted to the Office of Management and
Budget.

‘‘(2) REPORTS.—Each Program agency shall
include with its annual request for appro-
priations submitted to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget a report that—

‘‘(A) identifies each element of the pro-
posed Program activities of the agency;

‘‘(B) specifies how each of these activities
contributes to the Program; and

‘‘(C) states the portion of its request for
appropriations allocated to each element of
the Program.’’.
SEC. 207. REPORT ON AT-RISK POPULATIONS.

Not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, and after a period
for public comment, the Director of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency shall
transmit to the Congress a report describing
the elements of the Program that specifi-
cally address the needs of at-risk popu-
lations, including the elderly, persons with
disabilities, non-English-speaking families,
single-parent households, and the poor. Such
report shall also identify additional actions
that could be taken to address those needs
and make recommendations for any addi-
tional legislative authority required to take
such actions.
SEC. 208. PUBLIC ACCESS TO EARTHQUAKE IN-

FORMATION.
Section 5(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Earthquake

Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C.
7704(b)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended by inserting ‘‘,
and development of means of increasing pub-
lic access to available locality-specific infor-
mation that may assist the public in pre-
paring for or responding to earthquakes’’
after ‘‘and the general public’’.
SEC. 209. LIFELINES.

Section 4(6) of the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7703(6)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘and infrastructure’’
after ‘‘communication facilities’’.
SEC. 210. SCIENTIFIC EARTHQUAKE STUDIES AD-

VISORY COMMITTEE.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the

United States Geological Survey shall estab-
lish a Scientific Earthquake Studies Advi-
sory Committee.

(b) ORGANIZATION.—The Director shall es-
tablish procedures for selection of individ-
uals not employed by the Federal Govern-
ment who are qualified in the seismic
sciences and other appropriate fields and
may, pursuant to such procedures, select up
to ten individuals, one of whom shall be des-
ignated Chairman, to serve on the Advisory
Committee. Selection of individuals for the
Advisory Committee shall be based solely on
established records of distinguished service,
and the Director shall ensure that a reason-
able cross-section of views and expertise is
represented. In selecting individuals to serve
on the Advisory Committee, the Director
shall seek and give due consideration to rec-

ommendations from the National Academy
of Sciences, professional societies, and other
appropriate organizations.

(c) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Committee
shall meet at such times and places as may
be designated by the Chairman in consulta-
tion with the Director.

(d) DUTIES.—The Advisory Committee shall
advise the Director on matters relating to
the United States Geological Survey’s par-
ticipation in the National Earthquake Haz-
ards Reduction Program, including the
United States Geological Survey’s roles,
goals, and objectives within that Program,
its capabilities and research needs, guidance
on achieving major objectives, and estab-
lishing and measuring performance goals.
The Advisory Committee shall issue an an-
nual report to the Director for submission to
Congress on or before September 30 of each
year. The report shall describe the Advisory
Committee’s activities and address policy
issues or matters that affect the United
States Geological Survey’s participation in
the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Program.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H.Res. 655.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution amends
H.R. 1550, and in doing so makes tech-
nical corrections to H.R. 1550 and S.
1639, both of which were passed by the
Senate on October 18. I had hoped that
the House could have sent these bills to
the President, but, regrettably, errors
in the Senate-passed versions mean
that they will have to be sent back to
the Senate.

In the interests of time, this resolu-
tion incorporates these two bills into
titles I and II respectively of H.R. 1550.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the leadership
for making the time available to con-
sider this resolution, and I hope our
colleagues in the Senate will move ex-
peditiously to pass H.R. 1550, as amend-
ed by this resolution, and send it to the
President for his signature before the
Congress adjourns.

Mr. Speaker, titles I and II represent
compromises worked out between the
Senate and the House and are very
similar to the comparable bills that
passed the House by overwhelming ma-
jorities during the first session of this
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, title I reauthorizes
training, research, data collection, and
analysis and public education programs
at the United States Fire Administra-
tion. H.R. 1550 represents the big step
in getting this agency back on track,
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especially in research. The bill author-
izes a total of $142.6 million over fiscal
years 2001 through 2003. The bill also
requires USFA to certify that funds ob-
ligated in fiscal year 2002 are con-
sistent with the strategic plan required
in title I.

In addition to the increased author-
izations for research funding, the bill
also requires the agency to establish
research priorities and to develop a
plan for implementing a research agen-
da.

Mr. Speaker, title II of the bill,
which authorizes the National Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Program,
makes technical changes to S. 1639.

Earthquakes are a national problem.
According to the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey, 39 States are subject to serious
earthquake risk, and 75 million people
in the United States live in urban areas
with moderate to high earthquake risk.

Four agencies participated in
NEHRP, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Administration, the USGS,
the National Science Foundation, and
the National Institute of Standards
and Technology. For fiscal year 2001,
title II authorizes $104.1 million for the
base activities in these agencies.

In addition, title II authorizes two
new projects, each of which grew out of
congressional direction. The Advanced
National Seismic Research and Moni-
toring System will update the Nation’s
aging seismic monitoring network. The
bill authorizes $185 million over 5 years
for USGS for equipment and operation.

Mr. Speaker, the George E. Brown,
Jr. Network for Earthquake Engineer-
ing Simulation, named after the distin-
guished late ranking minority Member
and chairman of the Committee on
Science and originator of NEHRP, will
link more than 30 earthquake engineer-
ing research facilities and upgrade and
expand major earthquake testing fa-
cilities. Title II provides NSF with a 4-
year authorization totalling $74.1 mil-
lion for this program.

Mr. Speaker, finally, the bill author-
izes funding for studying the New Ma-
drid fault.

Through its emphasis on monitoring,
research and mitigation, H.R. 1550 will
help the Nation prepare for the inevi-
table and save lives and property. I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Basic Re-
search; the gentlewoman from Texas,
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON), the
ranking minority member of the sub-
committee; the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HALL), the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Science,
for all of their work in helping craft a
fine bill.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution to
amend H.R. 1550 represents a sensible,
long-term investment that will pay for
itself many times over in saved lives
and reduced property losses. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
U.S. Fire Administration and the Na-
tional Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Program I think deserve everything
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER) has rec-
ommended. I think they deserve the
support of this House, because their
missions are very important to the
safety of every American anywhere.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH), the chairman of
the Committee on Basic Research, and
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON), who is the
ranking Democratic member of the
subcommittee, for their good work in
developing H.R. 1550.

Also I want to acknowledge the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), chairman
of the Committee on Science, for mov-
ing the legislation forward and for so
ably setting it forth before us tonight.

Mr. Speaker, actually, title I of H.R.
1550 will give the Fire Administration
the resources it needs to carry out its
important mission and will also ensure
that the agency conducts a strategic
planning necessary to ensure that the
resources provided are spent effec-
tively.

In addition, title II of the bill reau-
thorizes the funding of Federal re-
search and geosciences, social sciences
and engineering that has contributed
to saving countless lives, personal
property and critical infrastructures.
This continued support will allow for
even greater strides in innovative areas
that the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, or FEMA, the United
States Geological Survey, the National
Science Foundation, and the National
Institutes of Science and Technology
are currently exploring.

The U.S. Fire Administration is a
small agency with a very large role.
The funding provided by this bill will
be used to improve the skills of the
firefighters and emergency response
personnel. The funds will help to in-
crease the public awareness of fire safe-
ty. Finally, Mr. Speaker, the funds will
support research required to improve
the equipment available for sup-
pressing fires and protecting fire-
fighters.

The funding authorizations provided
cover fiscal year 2001 through the year
2003. The fiscal year 2001 authorization
is right at the President’s request. The
increases in authorization levels for
the other two outyears will provide re-
sources needed to accommodate new
responsibilities at the Fire Administra-
tion for counterterrorism, training,
and to reinvigorate the agency’s re-
search activities.

Mr. Speaker, title II of H.R. 1550 re-
authorizes the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977. In addition to au-
thorizing increased funding for the
base earthquake program, and I am
proud to announce this, the bill au-

thorizes, one, the George E. Brown, Jr.
Network for Earthquake Engineering
Simulation; and, two, the Advanced
Seismic Research and Monitoring Sys-
tem; and, three, a study on elements of
the earthquake program that address
the needs of at-risk populations.

Mr. Speaker, the George E. Brown,
Jr. Network for Earthquake Engineer-
ing Simulation is an effort by the Na-
tional Science Foundation to mod-
ernize the earthquake engineering re-
search facilities.

Mr. Speaker, it is an effort that I
think my good friend, the late George
Brown, would have applauded; and I am
overjoyed that this bill honors the 30-
plus years of advocacy of the late
George E. Brown, Jr. on earthquake
mitigation and preparedness in this
fashion.

It is truly fitting that Representative
Brown, one of the original drafters of
the 1977 earthquake bill and a man
whose name remains synonymous with
earthquake preparedness and mitiga-
tion during his time in this Congress,
is equated with the improvement in the
earthquake infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, I fully support H.R. 1550
and commend the measure to the
House for its very favorable consider-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) noted
in his remarks, this bill represents the
combination of two good bills that will
go a long ways towards reducing the
risk of damage to property and injury
to Americans due to fire or earth-
quakes.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Basic Research, it was my privilege to
introduce the two bills that have be-
come the two titles of this legislation
today.

H. Res. 655 really, as I see it, is legis-
lative substitute of a conference com-
mittee. So it moves the process a long
a little faster. It incorporates the
agreed-to changes by the Senate and by
the House.

Mr. Speaker, title I is the Fire Ad-
ministration Authorization Act of 2000.
Since its creation in 1974, the Fire Ad-
ministration has had a notable, posi-
tive impact on communities across the
country. Between 1986 and 1995, for ex-
ample, fire deaths decreased 30 percent,
and the adjusted dollar loss associated
with fire decreased 13 percent.

Mr. Speaker, much of this decrease
can be traced to the research sponsored
by the USFA. Now, I think we need a
renewed effort to reduce damage and
loss by fire and support our first re-
sponders.
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We passed exceptional help in the De-

fense authorization bill this year and
plan to appropriate $100 million for a
new grant program for fire depart-
ments. All of this legislation dem-
onstrates our commitment to the 1.2
million men and women of the fire
service, 80 percent of whom serve as
volunteers.

This bill authorizes a total of $142.6
million for the Fire Administration for
the next 3 years, including nearly $10
million for research, but it does more
than authorize increased funding.

It also requires the Fire Administration to
develop a strategic plan, and ties obligations
for Fiscal Year 2001 to that plan. I believe that
while it is important for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to incorporate the Fire
Administration into its Federal-disaster plan-
ning, it is also important for the Fire Adminis-
tration to establish strategic priorities of its
own that, when taken in the aggregate, can
have a huge impact in reduced life and prop-
erty loss from fire.

In addition to the substantial increase au-
thorized for research, this legislation also di-
rects the Fire Administration to establish a re-
search agenda. Coupled with the increased
money, this research agenda will compel the
Fire Administration to set priorities and give
research a more central role in its activities.

2115

Title II of this legislation is the
Earthquakes Hazard Reduction Au-
thorization Act of 2000. The National
Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program
called NEHRP has enjoyed strong bi-
partisan support. Again, the primary
purpose of NEHRP is simple: to save
lives and property. But while the goal
may be stated simply, really getting a
grip on the problems earthquakes pose
is a more difficult challenge.

Since its inception in 1977, NEHRP has
done a credible job of contributing to our store
of knowledge about the causes and effects of
earthquakes, and it has reduced our vulner-
ability to them through engineering research
and new building designs. The Program’s
monitoring component also holds the promise
of providing real-time warning to citizens and
a wealth of data to researchers. Indeed, im-
proving earthquake warnings by just a few
seconds can mean the difference between life
and death. This bill reauthorizes the base
NEHRP programs at $104 million for FY 2001,
$108 million for FY 2002, and $113 million for
FY 2003.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by say-
ing 39 States are exposed to a signifi-
cant earthquake risk, and about 75 mil-
lion people live in urban areas with
moderate to high earthquake risk. The
programs authorized in this bill will
enable us to have better warnings and
be better prepared for the inevitable
earthquakes in our future.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like
to thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER); and I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HALL), the full com-
mittee ranking member; and certainly
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON), the ranking
member of the subcommittee; and all

of my colleagues on the Subcommittee
on Basic Research for their efforts in
bringing this bill forward.

I would also like to recognize the ef-
forts of our late ranking member. As
was commented on by both the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) and the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER), Representative George E.
Brown, Jr. was the originator of the
NEHRP program, and he believed
strongly in the need for earthquake re-
search and preparedness. I am pleased
that this bill will authorize the Net-
work for Earthquake Engineering Sim-
ulation in his name. I urge my col-
leagues to once again support this im-
portant legislation.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON), who is the
ranking democratic member of the
Subcommittee on Basic Research.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Fire Ad-
ministration and the National Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Program
have long enjoyed the bipartisan sup-
port of the Congress because of their
vital mission, to improve safety for all
citizens.

I would like to acknowledge the col-
legial approach taken by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH), the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Basic Research, in developing H.R.
1550. It has been a pleasure working
with him on the bill. I also want to
thank the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER), and the ranking
democratic member, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HALL), for their efforts
to bring it before the House for its con-
sideration tonight.

The Federal Fire Prevention and
Control Act of 1974 was intended to ad-
dress a serious problem affecting the
safety of all Americans. Much progress
has been made during the past 25 years
in public education about fire safety
and improvement in the effectiveness
of fire services and the wider use of
home fire safety devices. Nevertheless,
the United States still has one of the
highest fire death rates among ad-
vanced nations.

In 1997, 4,000 Americans died and
nearly 24,000 were injured in fires.
Moreover, the approximately 2 million
fires reported each year result in direct
property loss estimated at well over $8
billion, with a total direct and indirect
cost reaching $100 billion annually.

The bill before the House seeks to re-
invigorate the efforts of the fire admin-
istration. I am pleased that it endorses
the President’s fiscal year 2000 proposal
and brings the budget level to $50 mil-
lion by fiscal year 2003.

Although this is a 12 percent increase
over 3 years, it still pales compared to
the scale of activity originally con-
templated for the agency. Neverthe-
less, H.R. 1550 is a good start. We are
improving the level of resources the
fire administration needs to carry out

its important mission. It will enable
the agency to increase support for its
critical responsibility for firefighter
training through the National Fire
Academy. The budget growth will en-
able the agency to reverse the steep de-
cline in support for fire research and
for public education programs. Regard-
ing public education, the fire adminis-
tration must enlarge and improve its
efforts to reduce losses, and I will put
my complete remarks in the record.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to spe-
cifically express my support for title II
of H.R. 1550 which authorizes the na-
tional earthquake hazard reduction
program. Through the efforts of the
scientists and engineers funded by
NEHRP programs, we now have maps
that inform engineers, architects and
builders of seismic hazards. We have
model building codes, and we have a
greater understanding of the science of
earthquake hazards and the response of
buildings to the seismic movement.

Advances such as early warning of
seismic events, more structurally
sound buildings, regional analysis of
seismic risk, mobile research centers
and widespread use of Internet and
other telecommunications capability
are going to make a marked reduction
in the earthquakes.

As my former colleague, the gen-
tleman from California, Mr. Brown,
would say, there are still challenges we
must face and assessments that must
be made periodically to make sure that
we are doing everything we can to en-
sure the safety and security of the
American people. There are still earth-
quake-prone communities that have
not adopted appropriate building codes;
monitoring in earthquake-prone areas
is still done with less than state-of-the-
art equipment, and disparities in earth-
quake losses due to age, socioeconomic
status, and physical limitations still
exist. Fortunately, I feel that the bill
before us today will help us meet these
needs.

In addition to authorizing increased
funding for the base program, the bill
authorizes the Advanced Seismic Re-
search and Monitoring System to up-
grade and expand our seismic moni-
toring, and the Network for Earth-
quake Engineering Simulation to mod-
ernize earthquake engineering research
facilities. The full title of the network
for the earthquake engineering simula-
tion is actually the George E. Brown,
Jr. Network and Earthquake Engineer-
ing Simulation, in recognition of one
of this legislative body’s most active
and vigilant champions of initiative
preparedness; the late Representative
George E. Brown, Jr.

Mr. Brown began the crusade for
earthquake preparedness and mitiga-
tion in the 1960s at a time in which
many people labeled him as an alarm-
ist, but as we all know, Mr. Brown was
always a step ahead in his view of the
world around us. Through his works
and through him serving as one of the
original drafters of the Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977, Mr.
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Brown has improved the lives of count-
less Americans that reside in seis-
mically active or potentially active re-
gions of the country. Therefore, it is
only fitting that this recognition be
given to a man who served as one of
the greatest contributors to the cur-
rent earthquake hazards reduction in-
frastructure.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me say
that H.R. 1550 is a good bill that comes
to the floor at this time, and it is with
bipartisan support, and I am pleased to
recommend that all of the Members
support this measure.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Fire Administration
and The National Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Program have long enjoyed the bipartisan
support of the Congress because of their vital
mission to improve the safety of all our citi-
zens.

I would like to acknowledge the collegial ap-
proach taken by Mr. SMITH, the chairman of
the Basic Research Subcommittee, in devel-
oping H.R. 1550. It has been a pleasure work-
ing with him on the bill. I also want to thank
the chairman of the committee, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, and the Ranking Democratic Mem-
ber, Mr. HALL, for their efforts in bringing it be-
fore the House for its consideration today.

The Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act
of 1974 was intended to address a serious
problem affecting the safety of all Americans.
Much progress has been made during the
past 25 years in public education about fire
safety, improvement in the effectiveness of fire
services, and the wider use of home fire safe-
ty devices.

Nevertheless, the United States still has one
of the highest fire death rates among ad-
vanced nations. In 1997, 4,000 Americans
died and nearly 24,000 were injured in fires.
Moreover, the approximately 2 million fires re-
ported each year result in direct property
losses estimated at well over $8 billion, with
total direct and indirect costs reaching $100
billion annually.

The bill before the House seeks to reinvigo-
rate the efforts of the Fire Administration. I am
pleased that it endorses the President’s fiscal
year 2001 proposal and brings the budget
level to $50 million by fiscal year 2003. Al-
though this is a 12 percent increase over three
years, it still pales compared to the scale of
activity originally contemplated for the agency.

Nevertheless, H.R. 1550 is a good start for
providing the level of resources the Fire Ad-
ministration needs to carry out its important
mission. It will enable the agency to increase
support for its critical responsibility for fire-
fighter training through the National Fire Acad-
emy. Moreover, the budget growth will enable
the agency to reverse the steep decline in
support for fire research and for public edu-
cation programs.

Regarding public education, the Fire Admin-
istration must enlarge and improve its efforts
to reduce losses for the population groups
most at risk from fire death and injury. We
know that the elderly, the very young, and the
poor are the most vulnerable. I included lan-
guage in the report accompanying the original
House-passed version of the bill tasking the
Fire Administration to carefully assess whether
research and additional data collection activi-
ties could improve understanding of the fac-
tors that lead to increased fire risk. Effective,
targeted fire prevention campaigns can be de-
veloped only from a sound knowledge base.

In addition to resources, the bill provides for
the agency to develop a management plan
and establish the program priorities that will
help to ensure the increased resources are
used to maximum effect. An important compo-
nent of the plan is the requirement for con-
sultation with the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology and the fire service or-
ganizations to establish a prioritized set of re-
search goals.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to specifically
express my support of Title II of HR 1550,
which reauthorizes the National Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP).
Through the efforts of the scientists and engi-
neers funded by NEHRP programs, we now
have maps that inform engineers, architects,
and builders of seismic hazards; we have
model building codes; and we have a greater
understanding of the science of earthquake
hazards and the response of buildings to seis-
mic movement.

Advances such as early warning of seismic
events, more structurally sound buildings, re-
gional analysis of seismic risk, mobile re-
search centers, and widespread use of the
Internet and other telecommunications capa-
bilities are going to make marked reductions in
the impacts of earthquakes.

However, as my former colleague Mr.
Brown of California would say, there are still
challenges we must face and assessments
that must be made periodically to make sure
that we are doing everything we can to ensure
the safety and security of the American peo-
ple.

There are still earthquake-prone commu-
nities that have not adopted appropriate build-
ing codes; monitoring in earthquake-prone
areas is still done with less than state-of-the-
art equipment, and disparities in earthquake
losses due to age, socioeconomic status, and
physical limitations still exist.

Fortunately, I feel that the bill before us
today will help us meet these needs.

In addition to authorizing increased funding
for the base program, the bill authorizes (1)
the ‘‘Advanced Seismic Research and Moni-
toring System’’ to upgrade and expand our
seismic monitoring, and (2) the ‘‘Network for
Earthquake Engineering Simulation’’ to mod-
ernize earthquake engineering research facili-
ties.

The full title of the Network for Earthquake
Engineering Simulation is actually the George
E. Brown, Jr. Network for Earthquake Engi-
neering Simulation in recognition of one of this
legislative body’s most active and vigilant
champions of earthquake preparedness; the
late Representative George E. Brown, Jr.

Mr. Brown began the crusade for earth-
quake preparedness and mitigation in the
1960’s, at a time in which many people la-
beled him an alarmist. But as we all know Mr.
Brown was always a step ahead in his view of
the world around us. Through his works—in-
cluding serving as one of the original drafters
of the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of
1977—Mr. Brown has improved the lives of
countless Americans that reside in seismically
active, or potentially active, regions of the
country.

Therefore, it is only fitting that this recogni-
tion be given to a man who served as one of
the greatest contributors to the current ‘‘earth-
quake hazard reduction’’ infrastructure.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me say that H.R.
1550 is a good bill that comes to the Floor

with bipartisan support and that authorizes
programs that advance public safety. I am
pleased to recommend the measure to my col-
leagues for their approval.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THUNE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, House Resolution 655.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

OMNIBUS INDIAN ADVANCEMENT
ACT

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 5528) to authorize the con-
struction of a Wakpa Sica Reconcili-
ation Place in Fort Pierre, South Da-
kota, and for other purposes, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 5528

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Omnibus In-
dian Advancement Act’’.
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.

TITLE I—SALT RIVER PIMA-MARICOPA
INDIAN COMMUNITY IRRIGATION WORKS

Sec. 101. Findings.
Sec. 102. Conveyance and operation of irri-

gation works
Sec. 103. Relationship to other laws.

TITLE II—NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING
ASSISTANCE

Sec. 201. Short title.
Sec. 202. Findings.
Sec. 203. Housing assistance.
Sec. 204. Loan guarantees for Native Hawai-

ian housing.

TITLE III—COUSHATTA TRIBE OF
LOUISIANA LAND TRANSACTIONS

Sec. 301. Approval not required to validate
land transactions.

TITLE IV—WAKPA SICA RECONCILIATION
PLACE

Sec. 401. Findings.
Sec. 402. Definitions.

Subtitle A—Reconciliation Center

Sec. 411. Reconciliation center.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11328 October 26, 2000
Sec. 412. Sioux Nation Tribal Supreme

Court.
Sec. 413. Legal jurisdiction not affected.

Subtitle B—GAO Study
Sec. 421. GAO study.

TITLE V—EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS BY
ZUNI INDIAN TRIBE

Sec. 501. Expenditure of funds by tribe au-
thorized.

TITLE VI—TORRES-MARTINEZ DESERT
CAHUILLA INDIANS CLAIMS SETTLE-
MENT

Sec. 601. Short title.
Sec. 602. Congressional findings and purpose.
Sec. 603. Definitions.
Sec. 604. Ratification of settlement agree-

ment.
Sec. 605. Settlement funds.
Sec. 606. Trust land acquisition and status.
Sec. 607. Permanent flowage easements.
Sec. 608. Satisfaction of claims, waivers, and

releases.
Sec. 609. Miscellaneous provisions.
Sec. 610. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 611. Effective date.

TITLE VII—SHAWNEE TRIBE STATUS
Sec. 701. Short title.
Sec. 702. Findings.
Sec. 703. Definitions.
Sec. 704. Federal recognition, trust relation-

ship, and program eligibility.
Sec. 705. Establishment of a tribal roll.
Sec. 706. Organization of the tribe; tribal

constitution.
Sec. 707. Tribal land.
Sec. 708. Jurisdiction.
Sec. 709. Individual Indian land.
Sec. 710. Treaties not affected.

TITLE VIII—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS
Sec. 801. Short title.

Subtitle A—Miscellaneous Technical
Provisions

Sec. 811. Technical correction to an Act af-
fecting the status of Mississippi
Choctaw lands and adding such
lands to the Choctaw Reserva-
tion.

Sec. 812. Technical corrections concerning
the Five Civilized Tribes of
Oklahoma.

Sec. 813. Waiver of repayment of expert as-
sistance loans to the Red Lake
Band of Chippewa Indians and
the Minnesota Chippewa Tribes.

Sec. 814. Technical amendment to the In-
dian Child Protection and Fam-
ily Violence Protection Act.

Sec. 815. Technical amendment to extend
the authorization period under
the Indian Health Care Im-
provement Act.

Sec. 816. Technical amendment to extend
the authorization period under
the Indian Alcohol and Sub-
stance Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act of 1986.

Sec. 817. Morris K. Udall Scholarship and
Excellence in National Environ-
mental Policy Foundation.

Sec. 818. Technical amendment regarding
the treatment of certain in-
come for purposes of Federal
assistance.

Sec. 819. Land to be taken into trust.
Subtitle B—Santa Fe Indian School

Sec. 821. Short title.
Sec. 822. Definitions.
Sec. 823. Transfer of certain lands for use as

the Santa Fe Indian School.
Sec. 824. Land use.

TITLE IX—CALIFORNIA INDIAN LAND
TRANSFER

Sec. 901. Short title.
Sec. 902. Lands held in trust for various

tribes of California Indians.
Sec. 903. Miscellaneous provisions.

TITLE X—NATIVE AMERICAN
HOMEOWNERSHIP

Sec. 1001. Lands Title Report Commission.
Sec. 1002. Loan guarantees.
Sec. 1003. Native American housing assist-

ance.
TITLE XI—INDIAN EMPLOYMENT,

TRAINING AND RELATED SERVICES
Sec. 1101. Short title.
Sec. 1102. Findings, purposes.
Sec. 1103. Amendments to the Indian Em-

ployment, Training and Related
Services Demonstration Act of
1992.

Sec. 1104. Report on expanding the opportu-
nities for program integration.

TITLE XII—NAVAJO NATION TRUST
LAND LEASING

Sec. 1201. Short title.
Sec. 1202. Congressional findings and dec-

laration of purposes.
Sec. 1203. Lease of restricted lands for the

Navajo Nation.

TITLE XIII—AMERICAN INDIAN
EDUCATION FOUNDATION

Sec. 1301. Short title.
Sec. 1302. Establishment of American Indian

Education Foundation.

TITLE XIV—GRATON RANCHERIA
RESTORATION

Sec. 1401. Short title.
Sec. 1402. Findings.
Sec. 1403. Definitions.
Sec. 1404. Restoration of Federal recogni-

tion, rights, and privileges.
Sec. 1405. Transfer of land to be held in

trust.
Sec. 1406. Membership rolls.
Sec. 1407. Interim government.
Sec. 1408. Tribal constitution.

TITLE XV—CEMETERY SITES AND
HISTORICAL PLACES

Sec. 1501. Findings; definitions.
Sec. 1502. Withdrawal of lands.
Sec. 1503. Application for conveyance of

withdrawn lands.
Sec. 1504. Amendments.
Sec. 1505. Procedure for evaluating applica-

tions.
Sec. 1506. Applicability.

TITLE I—SALT RIVER PIMA-MARICOPA
INDIAN COMMUNITY IRRIGATION WORKS

SEC. 101. FINDINGS.
The Congress finds and declares that—
(1) it is the policy of the United States, in

fulfillment of its trust responsibility to In-
dian tribes, to promote Indian self-deter-
mination and economic self-sufficiency;

(2) the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community (hereinafter referred to as the
‘‘Community’’) has operated the irrigation
works within the Community’s reservation
since November 1997 and is capable of fully
managing the operation of these irrigation
works;

(3) considering that the irrigation works,
which are comprised primarily of canals,
ditches, irrigation wells, storage reservoirs,
and sump ponds located exclusively on lands
held in trust for the Community and
allottees, have been operated generally the
same for over 100 years, the irrigation works
will continue to be used for the distribution
and delivery of water;

(4) considering that the operational man-
agement of the irrigation works has been
carried out by the Community as indicated
in paragraph (2), the conveyance of owner-
ship of such works to the Community is
viewed as an administrative action;

(5) the Community’s laws and regulations
are in compliance with section 102(b); and

(6) in light of the foregoing and in order
to—

(A) promote Indian self-determination,
economic self-sufficiency, and self-govern-
ance;

(B) enable the Community in its develop-
ment of a diverse, efficient reservation econ-
omy; and

(C) enable the Community to better serve
the water needs of the water users within the
Community,

it is appropriate in this instance that the
United States convey to the Community the
ownership of the irrigation works.
SEC. 102. CONVEYANCE AND OPERATION OF IRRI-

GATION WORKS
(a) CONVEYANCE.—The Secretary of the In-

terior, as soon as is practicable after the
date of the enactment of this Act, and in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this title and
all other applicable law, shall convey to the
Community any or all rights and interests of
the United States in and to the irrigation
works on the Community’s reservation
which were formerly operated by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs. Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of sections 1 and 3 of the Act of April
4, 1910 (25 U.S.C. 385) and sections 1, 2, and 3
of the Act of August 7, 1946 (25 U.S.C. 385a,
385b, and 385c) and any implementing regula-
tions, during the period between the date of
the enactment of this Act and the convey-
ance of the irrigation works by the United
States to the Community, the Community
shall operate the irrigation works under the
provisions set forth in this title and in ac-
cordance with the Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450
et seq.), including retaining and expending
operations and maintenance collections for
irrigation works purposes. Effective upon the
date of conveyance of the irrigation works,
the Community shall have the full ownership
of and operating authority over the irriga-
tion works in accordance with the provisions
of this title.

(b) FULFILLMENT OF FEDERAL TRUST RE-
SPONSIBILITIES.—To assure compliance with
the Federal trust responsibilities of the
United States to Indian tribes, individual In-
dians and Indians with trust allotments, in-
cluding such trust responsibilities contained
in Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Commu-
nity Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988
(Public Law 100–512), the Community shall
operate the irrigation works consistent with
this title and under uniform laws and regula-
tions adopted by the Community for the
management, regulation, and control of
water resources on the reservation so as to
assure fairness in the delivery of water to
water users. Such Community laws and regu-
lations include currently and shall continue
to include provisions to maintain the fol-
lowing requirements and standards which
shall be published and made available to the
Secretary and the Community at large:

(1) PROCESS.—A process by which members
of the Community, including Indian
allottees, shall be provided a system of dis-
tribution, allocation, control, pricing and
regulation of water that will provide a just
and equitable distribution of water so as to
achieve the maximum beneficial use and
conservation of water in recognition of the
demand on the water resource, the changing
uses of land and water and the varying an-
nual quantity of available Community
water.

(2) DUE PROCESS.—A due process system for
the consideration and determination of any
request by an Indian or Indian allottee for
distribution of water for use on his or her
land, including a process for appeal and adju-
dication of denied or disputed distributions
and for resolution of contested administra-
tive decisions.

(c) SUBSEQUENT MODIFICATION OF LAWS AND
REGULATIONS.—If the provisions of the Com-
munity’s laws and regulations implementing
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subsection (b) only are to be modified subse-
quent to the date of the enactment of this
Act by the Community, such proposed modi-
fications shall be published and made avail-
able to the Secretary at least 120 days prior
to their effective date and any modification
that could significantly adversely affect the
rights of allottees shall only become effec-
tive upon the concurrence of both the Com-
munity and the Secretary.

(d) LIMITATIONS OF LIABILITY.—Effective
upon the date of the enactment of this Act,
the United States shall not be liable for dam-
ages of any kind arising out of any act, omis-
sion, or occurrence based on the Commu-
nity’s ownership or operation of the irriga-
tion works, except for damages caused by
acts of negligence committed by the United
States prior to the date of the enactment of
this Act. Nothing in this section shall be
deemed to increase the liability of the
United States beyond that currently pro-
vided in the Federal Tort Claims Act (28
U.S.C. 2671 et seq.).

(e) CANCELLATION OF CHARGES.—Effective
upon the date of conveyance of the irrigation
works under this section, any charges for
construction of the irrigation works on the
reservation of the Community that have
been deferred pursuant to the Act of July 1,
1932 (25 U.S.C. 386a) are hereby canceled.

(f) PROJECT NO LONGER A BIA PROJECT.—
Effective upon the date of conveyance of the
irrigation works under this section, the irri-
gation works shall no longer be considered a
Bureau of Indian Affairs irrigation project
and the facilities will not be eligible for Fed-
eral benefits based solely on the fact that
the irrigation works were formerly a Bureau
of Indian Affairs irrigation project. Nothing
in this title shall be construed to limit or re-
duce in any way the service, contracts, or
funds the Community may be eligible to re-
ceive under other applicable Federal law.
SEC. 103. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.

Nothing in this title shall be construed to
diminish the trust responsibility of the
United States under applicable law to the
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Commu-
nity, to individual Indians, or to Indians
with trust allotments within the Commu-
nity’s reservation.

TITLE II—NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Hawaiian

Homelands Homeownership Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 202. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the United States has undertaken a re-

sponsibility to promote the general welfare
of the United States by—

(A) employing its resources to remedy the
unsafe and unsanitary housing conditions
and the acute shortage of decent, safe, and
sanitary dwellings for families of lower in-
come; and

(B) developing effective partnerships with
governmental and private entities to accom-
plish the objectives referred to in subpara-
graph (A);

(2) the United States has a special respon-
sibility for the welfare of the Native peoples
of the United States, including Native Ha-
waiians;

(3) pursuant to the provisions of the Ha-
waiian Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat.
108 et seq.), the United States set aside
200,000 acres of land in the Federal territory
that later became the State of Hawaii in
order to establish a homeland for the native
people of Hawaii—Native Hawaiians;

(4) despite the intent of Congress in 1920 to
address the housing needs of Native Hawai-
ians through the enactment of the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et
seq.), Native Hawaiians eligible to reside on

the Hawaiian home lands have been fore-
closed from participating in Federal housing
assistance programs available to all other el-
igible families in the United States;

(5) although Federal housing assistance
programs have been administered on a ra-
cially neutral basis in the State of Hawaii,
Native Hawaiians continue to have the
greatest unmet need for housing and the
highest rates of overcrowding in the United
States;

(6) among the Native American population
of the United States, Native Hawaiians expe-
rience the highest percentage of housing
problems in the United States, as the
percentage—

(A) of housing problems in the Native Ha-
waiian population is 49 percent, as compared
to—

(i) 44 percent for American Indian and
Alaska Native households in Indian country;
and

(ii) 27 percent for all other households in
the United States; and

(B) overcrowding in the Native Hawaiian
population is 36 percent as compared to 3
percent for all other households in the
United States;

(7) among the Native Hawaiian population,
the needs of Native Hawaiians, as that term
is defined in section 801 of the Native Amer-
ican Housing Assistance and Self-Determina-
tion Act of 1996, as added by section 203 of
this Act, eligible to reside on the Hawaiian
Home Lands are the most severe, as—

(A) the percentage of overcrowding in Na-
tive Hawaiian households on the Hawaiian
Home Lands is 36 percent; and

(B) approximately 13,000 Native Hawaiians,
which constitute 95 percent of the Native Ha-
waiians who are eligible to reside on the Ha-
waiian Home Lands, are in need of housing;

(8) applying the Department of Housing
and Urban Development guidelines—

(A) 70.8 percent of Native Hawaiians who
either reside or who are eligible to reside on
the Hawaiian Home Lands have incomes that
fall below the median family income; and

(B) 50 percent of Native Hawaiians who ei-
ther reside or who are eligible to reside on
the Hawaiian Home Lands have incomes
below 30 percent of the median family in-
come;

(9) 1⁄3 of those Native Hawaiians who are el-
igible to reside on the Hawaiian Home Lands
pay more than 30 percent of their income for
shelter, and 1⁄2 of those Native Hawaiians
face overcrowding;

(10) the extraordinarily severe housing
needs of Native Hawaiians demonstrate that
Native Hawaiians who either reside on, or
are eligible to reside on, Hawaiian Home
Lands have been denied equal access to Fed-
eral low-income housing assistance programs
available to other qualified residents of the
United States, and that a more effective
means of addressing their housing needs
must be authorized;

(11) consistent with the recommendations
of the National Commission on American In-
dian, Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian
Housing, and in order to address the con-
tinuing prevalence of extraordinarily severe
housing needs among Native Hawaiians who
either reside or are eligible to reside on the
Hawaiian Home Lands, Congress finds it nec-
essary to extend the Federal low-income
housing assistance available to American In-
dians and Alaska Natives under the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4101 et
seq.) to those Native Hawaiians;

(12) under the treatymaking power of the
United States, Congress had the constitu-
tional authority to confirm a treaty between
the United States and the government that
represented the Hawaiian people, and from
1826 until 1893, the United States recognized

the independence of the Kingdom of Hawaii,
extended full diplomatic recognition to the
Hawaiian Government, and entered into
treaties and conventions with the Hawaiian
monarchs to govern commerce and naviga-
tion in 1826, 1842, 1849, 1875, and 1887;

(13) the United States has recognized and
reaffirmed that—

(A) Native Hawaiians have a cultural, his-
toric, and land-based link to the indigenous
people who exercised sovereignty over the
Hawaiian Islands, and that group has never
relinquished its claims to sovereignty or its
sovereign lands;

(B) Congress does not extend services to
Native Hawaiians because of their race, but
because of their unique status as the indige-
nous people of a once sovereign nation as to
whom the United States has established a
trust relationship;

(C) Congress has also delegated broad au-
thority to administer a portion of the Fed-
eral trust responsibility to the State of Ha-
waii;

(D) the political status of Native Hawai-
ians is comparable to that of American Indi-
ans; and

(E) the aboriginal, indigenous people of the
United States have—

(i) a continuing right to autonomy in their
internal affairs; and

(ii) an ongoing right of self-determination
and self-governance that has never been ex-
tinguished;

(14) the political relationship between the
United States and the Native Hawaiian peo-
ple has been recognized and reaffirmed by
the United States as evidenced by the inclu-
sion of Native Hawaiians in—

(A) the Native American Programs Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.);

(B) the American Indian Religious Free-
dom Act (42 U.S.C. 1996 et seq.);

(C) the National Museum of the American
Indian Act (20 U.S.C. 80q et seq.);

(D) the Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.);

(E) the National Historic Preservation Act
(16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.);

(F) the Native American Languages Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 3434);

(G) the American Indian, Alaska Native
and Native Hawaiian Culture and Arts Devel-
opment Act (20 U.S.C. 4401 et seq.);

(H) the Job Training Partnership Act (29
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and

(I) the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); and

(15) in the area of housing, the United
States has recognized and reaffirmed the po-
litical relationship with the Native Hawaiian
people through—

(A) the enactment of the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et seq.),
which set aside approximately 200,000 acres
of public lands that became known as Hawai-
ian Home Lands in the Territory of Hawaii
that had been ceded to the United States for
homesteading by Native Hawaiians in order
to rehabilitate a landless and dying people;

(B) the enactment of the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act to provide for the admission of the State
of Hawaii into the Union’’, approved March
18, 1959 (73 Stat. 4)—

(i) by ceding to the State of Hawaii title to
the public lands formerly held by the United
States, and mandating that those lands be
held in public trust, for the betterment of
the conditions of Native Hawaiians, as that
term is defined in section 201 of the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et
seq.); and

(ii) by transferring the United States re-
sponsibility for the administration of Hawai-
ian Home Lands to the State of Hawaii, but
retaining the authority to enforce the trust,
including the exclusive right of the United
States to consent to any actions affecting
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the lands which comprise the corpus of the
trust and any amendments to the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et
seq.), enacted by the legislature of the State
of Hawaii affecting the rights of bene-
ficiaries under the Act;

(C) the authorization of mortgage loans in-
sured by the Federal Housing Administra-
tion for the purchase, construction, or refi-
nancing of homes on Hawaiian Home Lands
under the Act of June 27, 1934 (commonly re-
ferred to as the ‘‘National Housing Act’’ (42
Stat. 1246 et seq., chapter 847; 12 U.S.C. 1701
et seq.));

(D) authorizing Native Hawaiian represen-
tation on the National Commission on Amer-
ican Indian, Alaska Native, and Native Ha-
waiian Housing under Public Law 101–235;

(E) the inclusion of Native Hawaiians in
the definition under section 3764 of title 38,
United States Code, applicable to subchapter
V of chapter 37 of title 38, United States
Code (relating to a housing loan program for
Native American veterans); and

(F) the enactment of the Hawaiian Home
Lands Recovery Act (109 Stat. 357; 48 U.S.C.
491, note prec.) which establishes a process
for the conveyance of Federal lands to the
Department of Hawaiian Homes Lands that
are equivalent in value to lands acquired by
the United States from the Hawaiian Home
Lands inventory.
SEC. 203. HOUSING ASSISTANCE.

The Native American Housing Assistance
and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4101 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘TITLE VIII—HOUSING ASSISTANCE FOR
NATIVE HAWAIIANS

‘‘SEC. 801. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this title:
‘‘(1) DEPARTMENT OF HAWAIIAN HOME LANDS;

DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘Department of Ha-
waiian Home Lands’ or ‘Department’ means
the agency or department of the government
of the State of Hawaii that is responsible for
the administration of the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et seq.).

‘‘(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means
the Director of the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands.

‘‘(3) ELDERLY FAMILIES; NEAR-ELDERLY FAM-
ILIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘elderly fam-
ily’ or ‘near-elderly family’ means a family
whose head (or his or her spouse), or whose
sole member, is—

‘‘(i) for an elderly family, an elderly per-
son; or

‘‘(ii) for a near-elderly family, a near-elder-
ly person.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN FAMILIES INCLUDED.—The
term ‘elderly family’ or ‘near-elderly family’
includes—

‘‘(i) 2 or more elderly persons or near-elder-
ly persons, as the case may be, living to-
gether; and

‘‘(ii) 1 or more persons described in clause
(i) living with 1 or more persons determined
under the housing plan to be essential to
their care or well-being.

‘‘(4) HAWAIIAN HOME LANDS.—The term ‘Ha-
waiian Home Lands’ means lands that—

‘‘(A) have the status as Hawaiian home
lands under section 204 of the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act (42 Stat. 110); or

‘‘(B) are acquired pursuant to that Act.
‘‘(5) HOUSING AREA.—The term ‘housing

area’ means an area of Hawaiian Home
Lands with respect to which the Department
of Hawaiian Home Lands is authorized to
provide assistance for affordable housing
under this Act.

‘‘(6) HOUSING ENTITY.—The term ‘housing
entity’ means the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands.

‘‘(7) HOUSING PLAN.—The term ‘housing
plan’ means a plan developed by the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands.

‘‘(8) MEDIAN INCOME.—The term ‘median in-
come’ means, with respect to an area that is
a Hawaiian housing area, the greater of—

‘‘(A) the median income for the Hawaiian
housing area, which shall be determined by
the Secretary; or

‘‘(B) the median income for the State of
Hawaii.

‘‘(9) NATIVE HAWAIIAN.—The term ‘Native
Hawaiian’ means any individual who is—

‘‘(A) a citizen of the United States; and
‘‘(B) a descendant of the aboriginal people,

who, prior to 1778, occupied and exercised
sovereignty in the area that currently con-
stitutes the State of Hawaii, as evidenced
by—

‘‘(i) genealogical records;
‘‘(ii) verification by kupuna (elders) or

kama’aina (long-term community residents);
or

‘‘(iii) birth records of the State of Hawaii.
‘‘SEC. 802. BLOCK GRANTS FOR AFFORDABLE

HOUSING
ACTIVITIES.

‘‘(a) GRANT AUTHORITY.—For each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall (to the extent
amounts are made available to carry out this
title) make a grant under this title to the
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands to
carry out affordable housing activities for
Native Hawaiian families who are eligible to
reside on the Hawaiian Home Lands.

‘‘(b) PLAN REQUIREMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make

a grant under this title to the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands for a fiscal year only
if—

‘‘(A) the Director has submitted to the
Secretary a housing plan for that fiscal year;
and

‘‘(B) the Secretary has determined under
section 804 that the housing plan complies
with the requirements of section 803.

‘‘(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive
the applicability of the requirements under
paragraph (1), in part, if the Secretary finds
that the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands has not complied or cannot comply
with those requirements due to cir-
cumstances beyond the control of the De-
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands.

‘‘(c) USE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING ACTIVI-
TIES UNDER PLAN.—Except as provided in
subsection (e), amounts provided under a
grant under this section may be used only
for affordable housing activities under this
title that are consistent with a housing plan
approved under section 804.

‘‘(d) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, by

regulation, authorize the Department of Ha-
waiian Home Lands to use a percentage of
any grant amounts received under this title
for any reasonable administrative and plan-
ning expenses of the Department relating to
carrying out this title and activities assisted
with those amounts.

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE AND PLANNING EX-
PENSES.—The administrative and planning
expenses referred to in paragraph (1)
include—

‘‘(A) costs for salaries of individuals en-
gaged in administering and managing afford-
able housing activities assisted with grant
amounts provided under this title; and

‘‘(B) expenses incurred in preparing a hous-
ing plan under section 803.

‘‘(e) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS.—The
Director shall make all reasonable efforts,
consistent with the purposes of this title, to
maximize participation by the private sec-
tor, including nonprofit organizations and
for-profit entities, in implementing a hous-
ing plan that has been approved by the Sec-
retary under section 803.

‘‘SEC. 803. HOUSING PLAN.
‘‘(a) PLAN SUBMISSION.—The Secretary

shall—
‘‘(1) require the Director to submit a hous-

ing plan under this section for each fiscal
year; and

‘‘(2) provide for the review of each plan
submitted under paragraph (1).

‘‘(b) 5-YEAR PLAN.—Each housing plan
under this section shall—

‘‘(1) be in a form prescribed by the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(2) contain, with respect to the 5-year pe-
riod beginning with the fiscal year for which
the plan is submitted, the following informa-
tion:

‘‘(A) MISSION STATEMENT.—A general state-
ment of the mission of the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands to serve the needs of
the low-income families to be served by the
Department.

‘‘(B) GOAL AND OBJECTIVES.—A statement
of the goals and objectives of the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands to enable the
Department to serve the needs identified in
subparagraph (A) during the period.

‘‘(C) ACTIVITIES PLANS.—An overview of the
activities planned during the period includ-
ing an analysis of the manner in which the
activities will enable the Department to
meet its mission, goals, and objectives.

‘‘(c) 1-YEAR PLAN.—A housing plan under
this section shall—

‘‘(1) be in a form prescribed by the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(2) contain the following information re-
lating to the fiscal year for which the assist-
ance under this title is to be made available:

‘‘(A) GOALS AND OBJECTIVES.—A statement
of the goals and objectives to be accom-
plished during the period covered by the
plan.

‘‘(B) STATEMENT OF NEEDS.—A statement of
the housing needs of the low-income families
served by the Department and the means by
which those needs will be addressed during
the period covered by the plan, including—

‘‘(i) a description of the estimated housing
needs and the need for assistance for the low-
income families to be served by the Depart-
ment, including a description of the manner
in which the geographical distribution of as-
sistance is consistent with—

‘‘(I) the geographical needs of those fami-
lies; and

‘‘(II) needs for various categories of hous-
ing assistance; and

‘‘(ii) a description of the estimated housing
needs for all families to be served by the De-
partment.

‘‘(C) FINANCIAL RESOURCES.—An operating
budget for the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands, in a form prescribed by the
Secretary, that includes—

‘‘(i) an identification and a description of
the financial resources reasonably available
to the Department to carry out the purposes
of this title, including an explanation of the
manner in which amounts made available
will be used to leverage additional resources;
and

‘‘(ii) the uses to which the resources de-
scribed in clause (i) will be committed,
including—

‘‘(I) eligible and required affordable hous-
ing activities; and

‘‘(II) administrative expenses.
‘‘(D) AFFORDABLE HOUSING RESOURCES.—A

statement of the affordable housing re-
sources currently available at the time of
the submittal of the plan and to be made
available during the period covered by the
plan, including—

‘‘(i) a description of the significant charac-
teristics of the housing market in the State
of Hawaii, including the availability of hous-
ing from other public sources, private mar-
ket housing;
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‘‘(ii) the manner in which the characteris-

tics referred to in clause (i) influence the de-
cision of the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands to use grant amounts to be provided
under this title for—

‘‘(I) rental assistance;
‘‘(II) the production of new units;
‘‘(III) the acquisition of existing units; or
‘‘(IV) the rehabilitation of units;
‘‘(iii) a description of the structure, coordi-

nation, and means of cooperation between
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
and any other governmental entities in the
development, submission, or implementation
of housing plans, including a description of—

‘‘(I) the involvement of private, public, and
nonprofit organizations and institutions;

‘‘(II) the use of loan guarantees under sec-
tion 184A of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992; and

‘‘(III) other housing assistance provided by
the United States, including loans, grants,
and mortgage insurance;

‘‘(iv) a description of the manner in which
the plan will address the needs identified
pursuant to subparagraph (C);

‘‘(v) a description of—
‘‘(I) any existing or anticipated home-

ownership programs and rental programs to
be carried out during the period covered by
the plan; and

‘‘(II) the requirements and assistance
available under the programs referred to in
subclause (I);

‘‘(vi) a description of—
‘‘(I) any existing or anticipated housing re-

habilitation programs necessary to ensure
the long-term viability of the housing to be
carried out during the period covered by the
plan; and

‘‘(II) the requirements and assistance
available under the programs referred to in
subclause (I);

‘‘(vii) a description of—
‘‘(I) all other existing or anticipated hous-

ing assistance provided by the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands during the period cov-
ered by the plan, including—

‘‘(aa) transitional housing;
‘‘(bb) homeless housing;
‘‘(cc) college housing; and
‘‘(dd) supportive services housing; and
‘‘(II) the requirements and assistance

available under such programs;
‘‘(viii)(I) a description of any housing to be

demolished or disposed of;
‘‘(II) a timetable for that demolition or

disposition; and
‘‘(III) any other information required by

the Secretary with respect to that demoli-
tion or disposition;

‘‘(ix) a description of the manner in which
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
will coordinate with welfare agencies in the
State of Hawaii to ensure that residents of
the affordable housing will be provided with
access to resources to assist in obtaining em-
ployment and achieving self-sufficiency;

‘‘(x) a description of the requirements es-
tablished by the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands to—

‘‘(I) promote the safety of residents of the
affordable housing;

‘‘(II) facilitate the undertaking of crime
prevention measures;

‘‘(III) allow resident input and involve-
ment, including the establishment of resi-
dent organizations; and

‘‘(IV) allow for the coordination of crime
prevention activities between the Depart-
ment and local law enforcement officials;
and

‘‘(xi) a description of the entities that will
carry out the activities under the plan, in-
cluding the organizational capacity and key
personnel of the entities.

‘‘(E) CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE.—Evi-
dence of compliance that shall include, as
appropriate—

‘‘(i) a certification that the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands will comply with—

‘‘(I) title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.) or with title VIII of
the Act popularly known as the ‘Civil Rights
Act of 1968’ (42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq.) in carrying
out this title, to the extent that such title is
applicable; and

‘‘(II) other applicable Federal statutes;
‘‘(ii) a certification that the Department

will require adequate insurance coverage for
housing units that are owned and operated or
assisted with grant amounts provided under
this title, in compliance with such require-
ments as may be established by the Sec-
retary;

‘‘(iii) a certification that policies are in ef-
fect and are available for review by the Sec-
retary and the public governing the eligi-
bility, admission, and occupancy of families
for housing assisted with grant amounts pro-
vided under this title;

‘‘(iv) a certification that policies are in ef-
fect and are available for review by the Sec-
retary and the public governing rents
charged, including the methods by which
such rents or homebuyer payments are de-
termined, for housing assisted with grant
amounts provided under this title; and

‘‘(v) a certification that policies are in ef-
fect and are available for review by the Sec-
retary and the public governing the manage-
ment and maintenance of housing assisted
with grant amounts provided under this
title.

‘‘(d) APPLICABILITY OF CIVIL RIGHTS STAT-
UTES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent that the
requirements of title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.) or of title
VIII of the Act popularly known as the ‘Civil
Rights Act of 1968’ (42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq.)
apply to assistance provided under this title,
nothing in the requirements concerning dis-
crimination on the basis of race shall be con-
strued to prevent the provision of assistance
under this title—

‘‘(A) to the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands on the basis that the Department
served Native Hawaiians; or

‘‘(B) to an eligible family on the basis that
the family is a Native Hawaiian family.

‘‘(2) CIVIL RIGHTS.—Program eligibility
under this title may be restricted to Native
Hawaiians. Subject to the preceding sen-
tence, no person may be discriminated
against on the basis of race, color, national
origin, religion, sex, familial status, or dis-
ability.

‘‘(e) USE OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS.—As
a condition of receiving grant amounts under
this title, the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands shall, to the extent practicable, pro-
vide for private nonprofit organizations ex-
perienced in the planning and development
of affordable housing for Native Hawaiians
to carry out affordable housing activities
with those grant amounts.
‘‘SEC. 804. REVIEW OF PLANS.

‘‘(a) REVIEW AND NOTICE.—
‘‘(1) REVIEW.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a review of a housing plan submitted to
the Secretary under section 803 to ensure
that the plan complies with the require-
ments of that section.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall have
the discretion to review a plan referred to in
subparagraph (A) only to the extent that the
Secretary considers that the review is nec-
essary.

‘‘(2) NOTICE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days

after receiving a plan under section 803, the

Secretary shall notify the Director of the
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands wheth-
er the plan complies with the requirements
under that section.

‘‘(B) EFFECT OF FAILURE OF SECRETARY TO
TAKE ACTION.—For purposes of this title, if
the Secretary does not notify the Director,
as required under this subsection and sub-
section (b), upon the expiration of the 60-day
period described in subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) the plan shall be considered to have
been determined to comply with the require-
ments under section 803; and

‘‘(ii) the Director shall be considered to
have been notified of compliance.

‘‘(b) NOTICE OF REASONS FOR DETERMINA-
TION OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If the Secretary
determines that a plan submitted under sec-
tion 803 does not comply with the require-
ments of that section, the Secretary shall
specify in the notice under subsection (a)—

‘‘(1) the reasons for noncompliance; and
‘‘(2) any modifications necessary for the

plan to meet the requirements of section 803.

‘‘(c) REVIEW.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—After the Director sub-

mits a housing plan under section 803, or any
amendment or modification to the plan to
the Secretary, to the extent that the Sec-
retary considers such action to be necessary
to make a determination under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall review the plan
(including any amendments or modifications
thereto) to determine whether the contents
of the plan—

‘‘(A) set forth the information required by
section 803 to be contained in the housing
plan;

‘‘(B) are consistent with information and
data available to the Secretary; and

‘‘(C) are not prohibited by or inconsistent
with any provision of this Act or any other
applicable law.

‘‘(2) INCOMPLETE PLANS.—If the Secretary
determines under this subsection that any of
the appropriate certifications required under
section 803(c)(2)(E) are not included in a
plan, the plan shall be considered to be in-
complete.

‘‘(d) UPDATES TO PLAN.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

after a plan under section 803 has been sub-
mitted for a fiscal year, the Director of the
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands may
comply with the provisions of that section
for any succeeding fiscal year (with respect
to information included for the 5-year period
under section 803(b) or for the 1-year period
under section 803(c)) by submitting only such
information regarding such changes as may
be necessary to update the plan previously
submitted.

‘‘(2) COMPLETE PLANS.—The Director shall
submit a complete plan under section 803 not
later than 4 years after submitting an initial
plan under that section, and not less fre-
quently than every 4 years thereafter.

‘‘(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and
section 803 shall take effect on the date pro-
vided by the Secretary pursuant to section
807(a) to provide for timely submission and
review of the housing plan as necessary for
the provision of assistance under this title
for fiscal year 2000.

‘‘SEC. 805. TREATMENT OF PROGRAM INCOME
AND LABOR STANDARDS.

‘‘(a) PROGRAM INCOME.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY TO RETAIN.—The Depart-

ment of Hawaiian Home Lands may retain
any program income that is realized from
any grant amounts received by the Depart-
ment under this title if—

‘‘(A) that income was realized after the ini-
tial disbursement of the grant amounts re-
ceived by the Department; and
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‘‘(B) the Director agrees to use the pro-

gram income for affordable housing activi-
ties in accordance with the provisions of this
title.

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION OF REDUCTION OF GRANT.—
The Secretary may not reduce the grant
amount for the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands based solely on—

‘‘(A) whether the Department retains pro-
gram income under paragraph (1); or

‘‘(B) the amount of any such program in-
come retained.

‘‘(3) EXCLUSION OF AMOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary may, by regulation, exclude from con-
sideration as program income any amounts
determined to be so small that compliance
with the requirements of this subsection
would create an unreasonable administrative
burden on the Department.

‘‘(b) LABOR STANDARDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any contract or agree-

ment for assistance, sale, or lease pursuant
to this title shall contain—

‘‘(A) a provision requiring that an amount
not less than the wages prevailing in the lo-
cality, as determined or adopted (subsequent
to a determination under applicable State or
local law) by the Secretary, shall be paid to
all architects, technical engineers,
draftsmen, technicians employed in the de-
velopment and all maintenance, and laborers
and mechanics employed in the operation, of
the affordable housing project involved; and

‘‘(B) a provision that an amount not less
than the wages prevailing in the locality, as
predetermined by the Secretary of Labor
pursuant to the Act commonly known as the
‘Davis-Bacon Act’ (46 Stat. 1494, chapter 411;
40 U.S.C. 276a et seq.) shall be paid to all la-
borers and mechanics employed in the devel-
opment of the affordable housing involved.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) and provi-
sions relating to wages required under para-
graph (1) in any contract or agreement for
assistance, sale, or lease under this title,
shall not apply to any individual who per-
forms the services for which the individual
volunteered and who is not otherwise em-
ployed at any time in the construction work
and received no compensation or is paid ex-
penses, reasonable benefits, or a nominal fee
for those services.
‘‘SEC. 806. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) RELEASE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may

carry out the alternative environmental pro-
tection procedures described in subparagraph
(B) in order to ensure—

‘‘(i) that the policies of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.) and other provisions of law that fur-
ther the purposes of such Act (as specified in
regulations issued by the Secretary) are
most effectively implemented in connection
with the expenditure of grant amounts pro-
vided under this title; and

‘‘(ii) to the public undiminished protection
of the environment.

‘‘(B) ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC-
TION PROCEDURE.—In lieu of applying envi-
ronmental protection procedures otherwise
applicable, the Secretary may by regulation
provide for the release of funds for specific
projects to the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands if the Director assumes all of
the responsibilities for environmental re-
view, decisionmaking, and action under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and such other provi-
sions of law as the regulations of the Sec-
retary specify, that would apply to the Sec-
retary were the Secretary to undertake
those projects as Federal projects.

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

issue regulations to carry out this section

only after consultation with the Council on
Environmental Quality.

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The regulations issued
under this paragraph shall—

‘‘(i) provide for the monitoring of the envi-
ronmental reviews performed under this sec-
tion;

‘‘(ii) in the discretion of the Secretary, fa-
cilitate training for the performance of such
reviews; and

‘‘(iii) provide for the suspension or termi-
nation of the assumption of responsibilities
under this section.

‘‘(3) EFFECT ON ASSUMED RESPONSIBILITY.—
The duty of the Secretary under paragraph
(2)(B) shall not be construed to limit or re-
duce any responsibility assumed by the De-
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands for grant
amounts with respect to any specific release
of funds.

‘‘(b) PROCEDURE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall au-

thorize the release of funds subject to the
procedures under this section only if, not
less than 15 days before that approval and
before any commitment of funds to such
projects, the Director of the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands submits to the Sec-
retary a request for such release accom-
panied by a certification that meets the re-
quirements of subsection (c).

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF APPROVAL.—The approval of
the Secretary of a certification described in
paragraph (1) shall be deemed to satisfy the
responsibilities of the Secretary under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and such other provi-
sions of law as the regulations of the Sec-
retary specify to the extent that those re-
sponsibilities relate to the releases of funds
for projects that are covered by that certifi-
cation.

‘‘(c) CERTIFICATION.—A certification under
the procedures under this section shall—

‘‘(1) be in a form acceptable to the Sec-
retary;

‘‘(2) be executed by the Director;
‘‘(3) specify that the Department of Hawai-

ian Home Lands has fully carried out its re-
sponsibilities as described under subsection
(a); and

‘‘(4) specify that the Director—
‘‘(A) consents to assume the status of a re-

sponsible Federal official under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.) and each provision of law speci-
fied in regulations issued by the Secretary to
the extent that those laws apply by reason of
subsection (a); and

‘‘(B) is authorized and consents on behalf
of the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands
and the Director to accept the jurisdiction of
the Federal courts for the purpose of enforce-
ment of the responsibilities of the Director.
‘‘SEC. 807. REGULATIONS.

‘‘The Secretary shall issue final regula-
tions necessary to carry out this title not
later than October 1, 2000.
‘‘SEC. 808. EFFECTIVE DATE.

‘‘Except as otherwise expressly provided in
this title, this title shall take effect on the
date of enactment of the Native American
Housing Assistance and Self-Determination
Amendments of 2000.
‘‘SEC. 809. AFFORDABLE HOUSING ACTIVITIES.

‘‘(a) NATIONAL OBJECTIVES AND ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES.—

‘‘(1) PRIMARY OBJECTIVE.—The national ob-
jectives of this title are—

‘‘(A) to assist and promote affordable hous-
ing activities to develop, maintain, and oper-
ate affordable housing in safe and healthy
environments for occupancy by low-income
Native Hawaiian families;

‘‘(B) to ensure better access to private
mortgage markets and to promote self-suffi-
ciency of low-income Native Hawaiian fami-
lies;

‘‘(C) to coordinate activities to provide
housing for low-income Native Hawaiian
families with Federal, State and local activi-
ties to further economic and community de-
velopment;

‘‘(D) to plan for and integrate infrastruc-
ture resources on the Hawaiian Home Lands
with housing development; and

‘‘(E) to—
‘‘(i) promote the development of private

capital markets; and
‘‘(ii) allow the markets referred to in

clause (i) to operate and grow, thereby bene-
fiting Native Hawaiian communities.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE FAMILIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided

under subparagraph (B), assistance for eligi-
ble housing activities under this title shall
be limited to low-income Native Hawaiian
families.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION TO LOW-INCOME REQUIRE-
MENT.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Director may pro-
vide assistance for homeownership activities
under—

‘‘(I) section 810(b);
‘‘(II) model activities under section 810(f);

or
‘‘(III) loan guarantee activities under sec-

tion 184A of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992 to Native Hawaiian
families who are not low-income families, to
the extent that the Secretary approves the
activities under that section to address a
need for housing for those families that can-
not be reasonably met without that assist-
ance.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish limitations on the amount of assist-
ance that may be provided under this title
for activities for families that are not low-
income families.

‘‘(C) OTHER FAMILIES.—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1), the Director may provide
housing or housing assistance provided
through affordable housing activities as-
sisted with grant amounts under this title to
a family that is not composed of Native Ha-
waiians if—

‘‘(i) the Department determines that the
presence of the family in the housing in-
volved is essential to the well-being of Na-
tive Hawaiian families; and

‘‘(ii) the need for housing for the family
cannot be reasonably met without the assist-
ance.

‘‘(D) PREFERENCE.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A housing plan sub-

mitted under section 803 may authorize a
preference, for housing or housing assistance
provided through affordable housing activi-
ties assisted with grant amounts provided
under this title to be provided, to the extent
practicable, to families that are eligible to
reside on the Hawaiian Home Lands.

‘‘(ii) APPLICATION.—In any case in which a
housing plan provides for preference de-
scribed in clause (i), the Director shall en-
sure that housing activities that are assisted
with grant amounts under this title are sub-
ject to that preference.

‘‘(E) USE OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS.—As
a condition of receiving grant amounts under
this title, the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands, shall to the extent practicable, pro-
vide for private nonprofit organizations ex-
perienced in the planning and development
of affordable housing for Native Hawaiians
to carry out affordable housing activities
with those grant amounts.
‘‘SEC. 810. ELIGIBLE AFFORDABLE HOUSING AC-

TIVITIES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Affordable housing ac-

tivities under this section are activities con-
ducted in accordance with the requirements
of section 811 to—

‘‘(1) develop or to support affordable hous-
ing for rental or homeownership; or
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‘‘(2) provide housing services with respect

to affordable housing, through the activities
described in subsection (b).

‘‘(b) ACTIVITIES.—The activities described
in this subsection are the following:

‘‘(1) DEVELOPMENT.—The acquisition, new
construction, reconstruction, or moderate or
substantial rehabilitation of affordable hous-
ing, which may include—

‘‘(A) real property acquisition;
‘‘(B) site improvement;
‘‘(C) the development of utilities and util-

ity services;
‘‘(D) conversion;
‘‘(E) demolition;
‘‘(F) financing;
‘‘(G) administration and planning; and
‘‘(H) other related activities.
‘‘(2) HOUSING SERVICES.—The provision of

housing-related services for affordable hous-
ing, including—

‘‘(A) housing counseling in connection with
rental or homeownership assistance;

‘‘(B) the establishment and support of resi-
dent organizations and resident management
corporations;

‘‘(C) energy auditing;
‘‘(D) activities related to the provisions of

self-sufficiency and other services; and
‘‘(E) other services related to assisting

owners, tenants, contractors, and other enti-
ties participating or seeking to participate
in other housing activities assisted pursuant
to this section.

‘‘(3) HOUSING MANAGEMENT SERVICES.—The
provision of management services for afford-
able housing, including—

‘‘(A) the preparation of work specifica-
tions;

‘‘(B) loan processing;
‘‘(C) inspections;
‘‘(D) tenant selection;
‘‘(E) management of tenant-based rental

assistance; and
‘‘(F) management of affordable housing

projects.
‘‘(4) CRIME PREVENTION AND SAFETY ACTIVI-

TIES.—The provision of safety, security, and
law enforcement measures and activities ap-
propriate to protect residents of affordable
housing from crime.

‘‘(5) MODEL ACTIVITIES.—Housing activities
under model programs that are—

‘‘(A) designed to carry out the purposes of
this title; and

‘‘(B) specifically approved by the Secretary
as appropriate for the purpose referred to in
subparagraph (A).
‘‘SEC. 811. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.

‘‘(a) RENTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to para-

graph (2), as a condition to receiving grant
amounts under this title, the Director shall
develop written policies governing rents and
homebuyer payments charged for dwelling
units assisted under this title, including
methods by which such rents and homebuyer
payments are determined.

‘‘(2) MAXIMUM RENT.—In the case of any
low-income family residing in a dwelling
unit assisted with grant amounts under this
title, the monthly rent or homebuyer pay-
ment (as applicable) for that dwelling unit
may not exceed 30 percent of the monthly
adjusted income of that family.

‘‘(b) MAINTENANCE AND EFFICIENT OPER-
ATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall, using
amounts of any grants received under this
title, reserve and use for operating under
section 810 such amounts as may be nec-
essary to provide for the continued mainte-
nance and efficient operation of such hous-
ing.

‘‘(2) DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN HOUSING.—This
subsection may not be construed to prevent
the Director, or any entity funded by the De-

partment, from demolishing or disposing of
housing, pursuant to regulations established
by the Secretary.

‘‘(c) INSURANCE COVERAGE.—As a condition
to receiving grant amounts under this title,
the Director shall require adequate insur-
ance coverage for housing units that are
owned or operated or assisted with grant
amounts provided under this title.

‘‘(d) ELIGIBILITY FOR ADMISSION.—As a con-
dition to receiving grant amounts under this
title, the Director shall develop written poli-
cies governing the eligibility, admission, and
occupancy of families for housing assisted
with grant amounts provided under this
title.

‘‘(e) MANAGEMENT AND MAINTENANCE.—As a
condition to receiving grant amounts under
this title, the Director shall develop policies
governing the management and maintenance
of housing assisted with grant amounts
under this title.
‘‘SEC. 812. TYPES OF INVESTMENTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 811
and an applicable housing plan approved
under section 803, the Director shall have—

‘‘(1) the discretion to use grant amounts
for affordable housing activities through the
use of—

‘‘(A) equity investments;
‘‘(B) interest-bearing loans or advances;
‘‘(C) noninterest-bearing loans or advances;
‘‘(D) interest subsidies;
‘‘(E) the leveraging of private investments;

or
‘‘(F) any other form of assistance that the

Secretary determines to be consistent with
the purposes of this title; and

‘‘(2) the right to establish the terms of as-
sistance provided with funds referred to in
paragraph (1).

‘‘(b) INVESTMENTS.—The Director may in-
vest grant amounts for the purposes of car-
rying out affordable housing activities in in-
vestment securities and other obligations, as
approved by the Secretary.
‘‘SEC. 813. LOW-INCOME REQUIREMENT AND IN-

COME TARGETING.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Housing shall qualify for

affordable housing for purposes of this title
only if—

‘‘(1) each dwelling unit in the housing—
‘‘(A) in the case of rental housing, is made

available for occupancy only by a family
that is a low-income family at the time of
the initial occupancy of that family of that
unit; and

‘‘(B) in the case of housing for homeowner-
ship, is made available for purchase only by
a family that is a low-income family at the
time of purchase; and

‘‘(2) each dwelling unit in the housing will
remain affordable, according to binding com-
mitments satisfactory to the Secretary,
for—

‘‘(A) the remaining useful life of the prop-
erty (as determined by the Secretary) with-
out regard to the term of the mortgage or to
transfer of ownership; or

‘‘(B) such other period as the Secretary de-
termines is the longest feasible period of
time consistent with sound economics and
the purposes of this title, except upon a fore-
closure by a lender (or upon other transfer in
lieu of foreclosure) if that action—

‘‘(i) recognizes any contractual or legal
rights of any public agency, nonprofit spon-
sor, or other person or entity to take an ac-
tion that would—

‘‘(I) avoid termination of low-income af-
fordability, in the case of foreclosure; or

‘‘(II) transfer ownership in lieu of fore-
closure; and

‘‘(ii) is not for the purpose of avoiding low-
income affordability restrictions, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), housing assisted pursuant to sec-

tion 809(a)(2)(B) shall be considered afford-
able housing for purposes of this title.

‘‘SEC. 814. LEASE REQUIREMENTS AND TENANT
SELECTION.

‘‘(a) LEASES.—Except to the extent other-
wise provided by or inconsistent with the
laws of the State of Hawaii, in renting dwell-
ing units in affordable housing assisted with
grant amounts provided under this title, the
Director, owner, or manager shall use leases
that—

‘‘(1) do not contain unreasonable terms and
conditions;

‘‘(2) require the Director, owner, or man-
ager to maintain the housing in compliance
with applicable housing codes and quality
standards;

‘‘(3) require the Director, owner, or man-
ager to give adequate written notice of ter-
mination of the lease, which shall be the pe-
riod of time required under applicable State
or local law;

‘‘(4) specify that, with respect to any no-
tice of eviction or termination, notwith-
standing any State or local law, a resident
shall be informed of the opportunity, before
any hearing or trial, to examine any rel-
evant documents, record, or regulations di-
rectly related to the eviction or termination;

‘‘(5) require that the Director, owner, or
manager may not terminate the tenancy,
during the term of the lease, except for seri-
ous or repeated violation of the terms and
conditions of the lease, violation of applica-
ble Federal, State, or local law, or for other
good cause; and

‘‘(6) provide that the Director, owner, or
manager may terminate the tenancy of a
resident for any activity, engaged in by the
resident, any member of the household of the
resident, or any guest or other person under
the control of the resident, that—

‘‘(A) threatens the health or safety of, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of the premises
by, other residents or employees of the De-
partment, owner, or manager;

‘‘(B) threatens the health or safety of, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of their prem-
ises by, persons residing in the immediate vi-
cinity of the premises; or

‘‘(C) is criminal activity (including drug-
related criminal activity) on or off the prem-
ises.

‘‘(b) TENANT OR HOMEBUYER SELECTION.—As
a condition to receiving grant amounts
under this title, the Director shall adopt and
use written tenant and homebuyer selection
policies and criteria that—

‘‘(1) are consistent with the purpose of pro-
viding housing for low-income families;

‘‘(2) are reasonably related to program eli-
gibility and the ability of the applicant to
perform the obligations of the lease; and

‘‘(3) provide for—
‘‘(A) the selection of tenants and home-

buyers from a written waiting list in accord-
ance with the policies and goals set forth in
an applicable housing plan approved under
section 803; and

‘‘(B) the prompt notification in writing of
any rejected applicant of the grounds for
that rejection.

‘‘SEC. 815. REPAYMENT.

‘‘If the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands uses grant amounts to provide afford-
able housing under activities under this title
and, at any time during the useful life of the
housing, the housing does not comply with
the requirement under section 813(a)(2), the
Secretary shall—

‘‘(1) reduce future grant payments on be-
half of the Department by an amount equal
to the grant amounts used for that housing
(under the authority of section 819(a)(2)); or

‘‘(2) require repayment to the Secretary of
any amount equal to those grant amounts.
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‘‘SEC. 816. ANNUAL ALLOCATION.

‘‘For each fiscal year, the Secretary shall
allocate any amounts made available for as-
sistance under this title for the fiscal year,
in accordance with the formula established
pursuant to section 817 to the Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands if the Department
complies with the requirements under this
title for a grant under this title.
‘‘SEC. 817. ALLOCATION FORMULA.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall,
by regulation issued not later than the expi-
ration of the 6-month period beginning on
the date of enactment of the Hawaiian
Homelands Homeownership Act of 2000, in
the manner provided under section 807, es-
tablish a formula to provide for the alloca-
tion of amounts available for a fiscal year
for block grants under this title in accord-
ance with the requirements of this section.

‘‘(b) FACTORS FOR DETERMINATION OF
NEED.—The formula under subsection (a)
shall be based on factors that reflect the
needs for assistance for affordable housing
activities, including—

‘‘(1) the number of low-income dwelling
units owned or operated at the time pursu-
ant to a contract between the Director and
the Secretary;

‘‘(2) the extent of poverty and economic
distress and the number of Native Hawaiian
families eligible to reside on the Hawaiian
Home Lands; and

‘‘(3) any other objectively measurable con-
ditions that the Secretary and the Director
may specify.

‘‘(c) OTHER FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—
In establishing the formula under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall consider the relative
administrative capacities of the Department
of Hawaiian Home Lands and other chal-
lenges faced by the Department, including—

‘‘(1) geographic distribution within Hawai-
ian Home Lands; and

‘‘(2) technical capacity.
‘‘(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall

take effect on the date of enactment of the
Hawaiian Homelands Homeownership Act of
2000.
‘‘SEC. 818. REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.

‘‘(a) ACTIONS BY SECRETARY AFFECTING
GRANT AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), if the Secretary finds after
reasonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing that the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands has failed to comply substan-
tially with any provision of this title, the
Secretary shall—

‘‘(A) terminate payments under this title
to the Department;

‘‘(B) reduce payments under this title to
the Department by an amount equal to the
amount of such payments that were not ex-
pended in accordance with this title; or

‘‘(C) limit the availability of payments
under this title to programs, projects, or ac-
tivities not affected by such failure to com-
ply.

‘‘(2) ACTIONS.—If the Secretary takes an
action under subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall continue
that action until the Secretary determines
that the failure by the Department to com-
ply with the provision has been remedied by
the Department and the Department is in
compliance with that provision.

‘‘(b) NONCOMPLIANCE BECAUSE OF A TECH-
NICAL INCAPACITY.—The Secretary may pro-
vide technical assistance for the Depart-
ment, either directly or indirectly, that is
designed to increase the capability and ca-
pacity of the Director of the Department to
administer assistance provided under this
title in compliance with the requirements
under this title if the Secretary makes a
finding under subsection (a), but determines

that the failure of the Department to comply
substantially with the provisions of this
title—

‘‘(1) is not a pattern or practice of activi-
ties constituting willful noncompliance; and

‘‘(2) is a result of the limited capability or
capacity of the Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands.

‘‘(c) REFERRAL FOR CIVIL ACTION.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—In lieu of, or in addition

to, any action that the Secretary may take
under subsection (a), if the Secretary has
reason to believe that the Department of Ha-
waiian Home Lands has failed to comply sub-
stantially with any provision of this title,
the Secretary may refer the matter to the
Attorney General of the United States with
a recommendation that an appropriate civil
action be instituted.

‘‘(2) CIVIL ACTION.—Upon receiving a refer-
ral under paragraph (1), the Attorney Gen-
eral may bring a civil action in any United
States district court of appropriate jurisdic-
tion for such relief as may be appropriate,
including an action—

‘‘(A) to recover the amount of the assist-
ance furnished under this title that was not
expended in accordance with this title; or

‘‘(B) for mandatory or injunctive relief.
‘‘(d) REVIEW.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Director receives

notice under subsection (a) of the termi-
nation, reduction, or limitation of payments
under this Act, the Director—

‘‘(A) may, not later than 60 days after re-
ceiving such notice, file with the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cir-
cuit, or in the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia, a petition
for review of the action of the Secretary; and

‘‘(B) upon the filing of any petition under
subparagraph (A), shall forthwith transmit
copies of the petition to the Secretary and
the Attorney General of the United States,
who shall represent the Secretary in the liti-
gation.

‘‘(2) PROCEDURE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall file

in the court a record of the proceeding on
which the Secretary based the action, as pro-
vided in section 2112 of title 28, United States
Code.

‘‘(B) OBJECTIONS.—No objection to the ac-
tion of the Secretary shall be considered by
the court unless the Department has reg-
istered the objection before the Secretary.

‘‘(3) DISPOSITION.—
‘‘(A) COURT PROCEEDINGS.—
‘‘(i) JURISDICTION OF COURT.—The court

shall have jurisdiction to affirm or modify
the action of the Secretary or to set the ac-
tion aside in whole or in part.

‘‘(ii) FINDINGS OF FACT.—If supported by
substantial evidence on the record consid-
ered as a whole, the findings of fact by the
Secretary shall be conclusive.

‘‘(iii) ADDITION.—The court may order evi-
dence, in addition to the evidence submitted
for review under this subsection, to be taken
by the Secretary, and to be made part of the
record.

‘‘(B) SECRETARY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, by reason

of the additional evidence referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) and filed with the court—

‘‘(I) may—
‘‘(aa) modify the findings of fact of the

Secretary; or
‘‘(bb) make new findings; and
‘‘(II) shall file—
‘‘(aa) such modified or new findings; and
‘‘(bb) the recommendation of the Sec-

retary, if any, for the modification or setting
aside of the original action of the Secretary.

‘‘(ii) FINDINGS.—The findings referred to in
clause (i)(II)(bb) shall, with respect to a
question of fact, be considered to be conclu-
sive if those findings are—

‘‘(I) supported by substantial evidence on
the record; and

‘‘(II) considered as a whole.
‘‘(4) FINALITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), upon the filing of the
record under this subsection with the court—

‘‘(i) the jurisdiction of the court shall be
exclusive; and

‘‘(ii) the judgment of the court shall be
final.

‘‘(B) REVIEW BY SUPREME COURT.—A judg-
ment under subparagraph (A) shall be sub-
ject to review by the Supreme Court of the
United States upon writ of certiorari or cer-
tification, as provided in section 1254 of title
28, United States Code.
‘‘SEC. 819. MONITORING OF COMPLIANCE.

‘‘(a) ENFORCEABLE AGREEMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director, through

binding contractual agreements with owners
or other authorized entities, shall ensure
long-term compliance with the provisions of
this title.

‘‘(2) MEASURES.—The measures referred to
in paragraph (1) shall provide for—

‘‘(A) to the extent allowable by Federal
and State law, the enforcement of the provi-
sions of this title by the Department and the
Secretary; and

‘‘(B) remedies for breach of the provisions
referred to in paragraph (1).

‘‘(b) PERIODIC MONITORING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not less frequently than

annually, the Director shall review the ac-
tivities conducted and housing assisted
under this title to assess compliance with
the requirements of this title.

‘‘(2) REVIEW.—Each review under paragraph
(1) shall include onsite inspection of housing
to determine compliance with applicable re-
quirements.

‘‘(3) RESULTS.—The results of each review
under paragraph (1) shall be—

‘‘(A) included in a performance report of
the Director submitted to the Secretary
under section 820; and

‘‘(B) made available to the public.
‘‘(c) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—The Sec-

retary shall establish such performance
measures as may be necessary to assess com-
pliance with the requirements of this title.
‘‘SEC. 820. PERFORMANCE REPORTS.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT.—For each fiscal year,
the Director shall—

‘‘(1) review the progress the Department
has made during that fiscal year in carrying
out the housing plan submitted by the De-
partment under section 803; and

‘‘(2) submit a report to the Secretary (in a
form acceptable to the Secretary) describing
the conclusions of the review.

‘‘(b) CONTENT.—Each report submitted
under this section for a fiscal year shall—

‘‘(1) describe the use of grant amounts pro-
vided to the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands for that fiscal year;

‘‘(2) assess the relationship of the use re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) to the goals identi-
fied in the housing plan;

‘‘(3) indicate the programmatic accom-
plishments of the Department; and

‘‘(4) describe the manner in which the De-
partment would change its housing plan sub-
mitted under section 803 as a result of its ex-
periences.

‘‘(c) SUBMISSIONS.—The Secretary shall—
‘‘(1) establish a date for submission of each

report under this section;
‘‘(2) review each such report; and
‘‘(3) with respect to each such report, make

recommendations as the Secretary considers
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
title.

‘‘(d) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—
‘‘(1) COMMENTS BY BENEFICIARIES.—In pre-

paring a report under this section, the Direc-
tor shall make the report publicly available
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to the beneficiaries of the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et seq.)
and give a sufficient amount of time to per-
mit those beneficiaries to comment on that
report before it is submitted to the Sec-
retary (in such manner and at such time as
the Director may determine).

‘‘(2) SUMMARY OF COMMENTS.—The report
shall include a summary of any comments
received by the Director from beneficiaries
under paragraph (1) regarding the program
to carry out the housing plan.
‘‘SEC. 821. REVIEW AND AUDIT BY SECRETARY.

‘‘(a) ANNUAL REVIEW.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, not

less frequently than on an annual basis,
make such reviews and audits as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to determine
whether—

‘‘(A) the Director has—
‘‘(i) carried out eligible activities under

this title in a timely manner;
‘‘(ii) carried out and made certifications in

accordance with the requirements and the
primary objectives of this title and with
other applicable laws; and

‘‘(iii) a continuing capacity to carry out
the eligible activities in a timely manner;

‘‘(B) the Director has complied with the
housing plan submitted by the Director
under section 803; and

‘‘(C) the performance reports of the De-
partment under section 821 are accurate.

‘‘(2) ONSITE VISITS.—Each review conducted
under this section shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, include onsite visits by employees of
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment.

‘‘(b) REPORT BY SECRETARY.—The Sec-
retary shall give the Department of Hawai-
ian Home Lands not less than 30 days to re-
view and comment on a report under this
subsection. After taking into consideration
the comments of the Department, the Sec-
retary may revise the report and shall make
the comments of the Department and the re-
port with any revisions, readily available to
the public not later than 30 days after re-
ceipt of the comments of the Department.

‘‘(c) EFFECT OF REVIEWS.—The Secretary
may make appropriate adjustments in the
amount of annual grants under this title in
accordance with the findings of the Sec-
retary pursuant to reviews and audits under
this section. The Secretary may adjust, re-
duce, or withdraw grant amounts, or take
other action as appropriate in accordance
with the reviews and audits of the Secretary
under this section, except that grant
amounts already expended on affordable
housing activities may not be recaptured or
deducted from future assistance provided to
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands.
‘‘SEC. 822. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE AU-

DITS.
‘‘To the extent that the financial trans-

actions of the Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands involving grant amounts under this
title relate to amounts provided under this
title, those transactions may be audited by
the Comptroller General of the United States
under such regulations as may be prescribed
by the Comptroller General. The Comp-
troller General of the United States shall
have access to all books, accounts, records,
reports, files, and other papers, things, or
property belonging to or in use by the De-
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands per-
taining to such financial transactions and
necessary to facilitate the audit.
‘‘SEC. 823. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the conclusion of each fiscal year in
which assistance under this title is made
available, the Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress a report that contains—

‘‘(1) a description of the progress made in
accomplishing the objectives of this title;

‘‘(2) a summary of the use of funds avail-
able under this title during the preceding fis-
cal year; and

‘‘(3) a description of the aggregate out-
standing loan guarantees under section 184A
of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1992.

‘‘(b) RELATED REPORTS.—The Secretary
may require the Director to submit to the
Secretary such reports and other informa-
tion as may be necessary in order for the
Secretary to prepare the report required
under subsection (a).
‘‘SEC. 824. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated
to the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for grants under this title such
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal
years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004.’’.
SEC. 204. LOAN GUARANTEES FOR NATIVE HA-

WAIIAN HOUSING.
Subtitle E of title I of the Housing and

Community Development Act of 1992 is
amended by inserting after section 184 (12
U.S.C. 1715z–13a) the following:
‘‘SEC. 184A. LOAN GUARANTEES FOR NATIVE HA-

WAIIAN HOUSING.
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1) DEPARTMENT OF HAWAIIAN HOME

LANDS.—The term ‘Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands’ means the agency or depart-
ment of the government of the State of Ha-
waii that is responsible for the administra-
tion of the Hawaiian Homes Commission
Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et seq.).

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible
entity’ means a Native Hawaiian family, the
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands, the
Office of Hawaiian Affairs, and private non-
profit or private for-profit organizations ex-
perienced in the planning and development
of affordable housing for Native Hawaiians.

‘‘(3) FAMILY.—The term ‘family’ means 1 or
more persons maintaining a household, as
the Secretary shall by regulation provide.

‘‘(4) GUARANTEE FUND.—The term ‘Guar-
antee Fund’ means the Native Hawaiian
Housing Loan Guarantee Fund established
under subsection (i).

‘‘(5) HAWAIIAN HOME LANDS.—The term ‘Ha-
waiian Home Lands’ means lands that—

‘‘(A) have the status of Hawaiian Home
Lands under section 204 of the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act (42 Stat. 110); or

‘‘(B) are acquired pursuant to that Act.
‘‘(6) NATIVE HAWAIIAN.—The term ‘Native

Hawaiian’ means any individual who is—
‘‘(A) a citizen of the United States; and
‘‘(B) a descendant of the aboriginal people,

who, prior to 1778, occupied and exercised
sovereignty in the area that currently con-
stitutes the State of Hawaii, as evidenced
by—

‘‘(i) genealogical records;
‘‘(ii) verification by kupuna (elders) or

kama’aina (long-term community residents);
or

‘‘(iii) birth records of the State of Hawaii.
‘‘(7) OFFICE OF HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS.—The

term ‘Office of Hawaiian Affairs’ means the
entity of that name established under the
constitution of the State of Hawaii.

‘‘(b) AUTHORITY.—To provide access to
sources of private financing to Native Hawai-
ian families who otherwise could not acquire
housing financing because of the unique
legal status of the Hawaiian Home Lands or
as a result of a lack of access to private fi-
nancial markets, the Secretary may guar-
antee an amount not to exceed 100 percent of
the unpaid principal and interest that is due
on an eligible loan under subsection (c).

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE LOANS.—Under this section, a
loan is an eligible loan if that loan meets the
following requirements:

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE BORROWERS.—The loan is
made only to a borrower who is—

‘‘(A) a Native Hawaiian family;
‘‘(B) the Department of Hawaiian Home

Lands;
‘‘(C) the Office of Hawaiian Affairs; or
‘‘(D) a private nonprofit organization expe-

rienced in the planning and development of
affordable housing for Native Hawaiians.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE HOUSING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The loan will be used to

construct, acquire, or rehabilitate not more
than 4-family dwellings that are standard
housing and are located on Hawaiian Home
Lands for which a housing plan described in
subparagraph (B) applies.

‘‘(B) HOUSING PLAN.—A housing plan de-
scribed in this subparagraph is a housing
plan that—

‘‘(i) has been submitted and approved by
the Secretary under section 803 of the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996; and

‘‘(ii) provides for the use of loan guaran-
tees under this section to provide affordable
homeownership housing on Hawaiian Home
Lands.

‘‘(3) SECURITY.—The loan may be secured
by any collateral authorized under applica-
ble Federal or State law.

‘‘(4) LENDERS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The loan shall be made

only by a lender approved by, and meeting
qualifications established by, the Secretary,
including any lender described in subpara-
graph (B), except that a loan otherwise in-
sured or guaranteed by an agency of the Fed-
eral Government or made by the Department
of Hawaiian Home Lands from amounts bor-
rowed from the United States shall not be el-
igible for a guarantee under this section.

‘‘(B) APPROVAL.—The following lenders
shall be considered to be lenders that have
been approved by the Secretary:

‘‘(i) Any mortgagee approved by the Sec-
retary for participation in the single family
mortgage insurance program under title II of
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C.A. 1707 et
seq.).

‘‘(ii) Any lender that makes housing loans
under chapter 37 of title 38, United States
Code, that are automatically guaranteed
under section 3702(d) of title 38, United
States Code.

‘‘(iii) Any lender approved by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to make guaranteed
loans for single family housing under the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.A. 1441 et seq.).

‘‘(iv) Any other lender that is supervised,
approved, regulated, or insured by any agen-
cy of the Federal Government.

‘‘(5) TERMS.—The loan shall—
‘‘(A) be made for a term not exceeding 30

years;
‘‘(B) bear interest (exclusive of the guar-

antee fee under subsection (e) and service
charges, if any) at a rate agreed upon by the
borrower and the lender and determined by
the Secretary to be reasonable, but not to
exceed the rate generally charged in the area
(as determined by the Secretary) for home
mortgage loans not guaranteed or insured by
any agency or instrumentality of the Fed-
eral Government;

‘‘(C) involve a principal obligation not
exceeding—

‘‘(i) 97.75 percent of the appraised value of
the property as of the date the loan is ac-
cepted for guarantee (or 98.75 percent if the
value of the property is $50,000 or less); or

‘‘(ii) the amount approved by the Secretary
under this section; and

‘‘(D) involve a payment on account of the
property—

‘‘(i) in cash or its equivalent; or
‘‘(ii) through the value of any improve-

ments to the property made through the
skilled or unskilled labor of the borrower, as
the Secretary shall provide.

‘‘(d) CERTIFICATE OF GUARANTEE.—
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‘‘(1) APPROVAL PROCESS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Before the Secretary ap-

proves any loan for guarantee under this sec-
tion, the lender shall submit the application
for the loan to the Secretary for examina-
tion.

‘‘(B) APPROVAL.—If the Secretary approves
the application submitted under subpara-
graph (A), the Secretary shall issue a certifi-
cate under this subsection as evidence of the
loan guarantee approved.

‘‘(2) STANDARD FOR APPROVAL.—The Sec-
retary may approve a loan for guarantee
under this section and issue a certificate
under this subsection only if the Secretary
determines that there is a reasonable pros-
pect of repayment of the loan.

‘‘(3) EFFECT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A certificate of guar-

antee issued under this subsection by the
Secretary shall be conclusive evidence of the
eligibility of the loan for guarantee under
this section and the amount of that guar-
antee.

‘‘(B) EVIDENCE.—The evidence referred to
in subparagraph (A) shall be incontestable in
the hands of the bearer.

‘‘(C) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT.—The full
faith and credit of the United States is
pledged to the payment of all amounts
agreed to be paid by the Secretary as secu-
rity for the obligations made by the Sec-
retary under this section.

‘‘(4) FRAUD AND MISREPRESENTATION.—This
subsection may not be construed—

‘‘(A) to preclude the Secretary from estab-
lishing defenses against the original lender
based on fraud or material misrepresenta-
tion; or

‘‘(B) to bar the Secretary from establishing
by regulations that are on the date of
issuance or disbursement, whichever is ear-
lier, partial defenses to the amount payable
on the guarantee.

‘‘(e) GUARANTEE FEE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall fix

and collect a guarantee fee for the guarantee
of a loan under this section, which may not
exceed the amount equal to 1 percent of the
principal obligation of the loan.

‘‘(2) PAYMENT.—The fee under this sub-
section shall—

‘‘(A) be paid by the lender at time of
issuance of the guarantee; and

‘‘(B) be adequate, in the determination of
the Secretary, to cover expenses and prob-
able losses.

‘‘(3) DEPOSIT.—The Secretary shall deposit
any fees collected under this subsection in
the Native Hawaiian Housing Loan Guar-
antee Fund established under subsection (j).

‘‘(f) LIABILITY UNDER GUARANTEE.—The li-
ability under a guarantee provided under
this section shall decrease or increase on a
pro rata basis according to any decrease or
increase in the amount of the unpaid obliga-
tion under the provisions of the loan agree-
ment involved.

‘‘(g) TRANSFER AND ASSUMPTION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any
loan guaranteed under this section, includ-
ing the security given for the loan, may be
sold or assigned by the lender to any finan-
cial institution subject to examination and
supervision by an agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment or of any State or the District of
Columbia.

‘‘(h) DISQUALIFICATION OF LENDERS AND
CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) GROUNDS FOR ACTION.—The Secretary

may take action under subparagraph (B) if
the Secretary determines that any lender or
holder of a guarantee certificate under sub-
section (d)—

‘‘(i) has failed—
‘‘(I) to maintain adequate accounting

records;

‘‘(II) to service adequately loans guaran-
teed under this section; or

‘‘(III) to exercise proper credit or under-
writing judgment; or

‘‘(ii) has engaged in practices otherwise
detrimental to the interest of a borrower or
the United States.

‘‘(B) ACTIONS.—Upon a determination by
the Secretary that a holder of a guarantee
certificate under subsection (d) has failed to
carry out an activity described in subpara-
graph (A)(i) or has engaged in practices de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii), the Sec-
retary may—

‘‘(i) refuse, either temporarily or perma-
nently, to guarantee any further loans made
by such lender or holder;

‘‘(ii) bar such lender or holder from acquir-
ing additional loans guaranteed under this
section; and

‘‘(iii) require that such lender or holder as-
sume not less than 10 percent of any loss on
further loans made or held by the lender or
holder that are guaranteed under this sec-
tion.

‘‘(2) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES FOR INTEN-
TIONAL VIOLATIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may im-
pose a civil monetary penalty on a lender or
holder of a guarantee certificate under sub-
section (d) if the Secretary determines that
the holder or lender has intentionally
failed—

‘‘(i) to maintain adequate accounting
records;

‘‘(ii) to adequately service loans guaran-
teed under this section; or

‘‘(iii) to exercise proper credit or under-
writing judgment.

‘‘(B) PENALTIES.—A civil monetary penalty
imposed under this paragraph shall be im-
posed in the manner and be in an amount
provided under section 536 of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C.A. 1735f–1) with respect
to mortgagees and lenders under that Act.

‘‘(3) PAYMENT ON LOANS MADE IN GOOD
FAITH.—Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and
(2), if a loan was made in good faith, the Sec-
retary may not refuse to pay a lender or
holder of a valid guarantee on that loan,
without regard to whether the lender or
holder is barred under this subsection.

‘‘(i) PAYMENT UNDER GUARANTEE.—
‘‘(1) LENDER OPTIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(i) NOTIFICATION.—If a borrower on a loan

guaranteed under this section defaults on
the loan, the holder of the guarantee certifi-
cate shall provide written notice of the de-
fault to the Secretary.

‘‘(ii) PAYMENT.—Upon providing the notice
required under clause (i), the holder of the
guarantee certificate shall be entitled to
payment under the guarantee (subject to the
provisions of this section) and may proceed
to obtain payment in 1 of the following man-
ners:

‘‘(I) FORECLOSURE.—
‘‘(aa) IN GENERAL.—The holder of the cer-

tificate may initiate foreclosure proceedings
(after providing written notice of that action
to the Secretary).

‘‘(bb) PAYMENT.—Upon a final order by the
court authorizing foreclosure and submission
to the Secretary of a claim for payment
under the guarantee, the Secretary shall pay
to the holder of the certificate the pro rata
portion of the amount guaranteed (as deter-
mined pursuant to subsection (f)) plus rea-
sonable fees and expenses as approved by the
Secretary.

‘‘(cc) SUBROGATION.—The rights of the Sec-
retary shall be subrogated to the rights of
the holder of the guarantee. The holder shall
assign the obligation and security to the
Secretary.

‘‘(II) NO FORECLOSURE.—

‘‘(aa) IN GENERAL.—Without seeking fore-
closure (or in any case in which a foreclosure
proceeding initiated under clause (i) con-
tinues for a period in excess of 1 year), the
holder of the guarantee may submit to the
Secretary a request to assign the obligation
and security interest to the Secretary in re-
turn for payment of the claim under the
guarantee. The Secretary may accept assign-
ment of the loan if the Secretary determines
that the assignment is in the best interest of
the United States.

‘‘(bb) PAYMENT.—Upon assignment, the
Secretary shall pay to the holder of the
guarantee the pro rata portion of the
amount guaranteed (as determined under
subsection (f)).

‘‘(cc) SUBROGATION.—The rights of the Sec-
retary shall be subrogated to the rights of
the holder of the guarantee. The holder shall
assign the obligation and security to the
Secretary.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—Before any payment
under a guarantee is made under subpara-
graph (A), the holder of the guarantee shall
exhaust all reasonable possibilities of collec-
tion. Upon payment, in whole or in part, to
the holder, the note or judgment evidencing
the debt shall be assigned to the United
States and the holder shall have no further
claim against the borrower or the United
States. The Secretary shall then take such
action to collect as the Secretary determines
to be appropriate.

‘‘(2) LIMITATIONS ON LIQUIDATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a borrower defaults on

a loan guaranteed under this section that in-
volves a security interest in restricted Ha-
waiian Home Land property, the mortgagee
or the Secretary shall only pursue liquida-
tion after offering to transfer the account to
another eligible Hawaiian family or the De-
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—If, after action is taken
under subparagraph (A), the mortgagee or
the Secretary subsequently proceeds to liq-
uidate the account, the mortgagee or the
Secretary shall not sell, transfer, or other-
wise dispose of or alienate the property de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) except to an-
other eligible Hawaiian family or to the De-
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands.

‘‘(j) NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING LOAN GUAR-
ANTEE FUND.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Treasury of the United States the Na-
tive Hawaiian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund
for the purpose of providing loan guarantees
under this section.

‘‘(2) CREDITS.—The Guarantee Fund shall
be credited with—

‘‘(A) any amount, claims, notes, mort-
gages, contracts, and property acquired by
the Secretary under this section, and any
collections and proceeds therefrom;

‘‘(B) any amounts appropriated pursuant
to paragraph (7);

‘‘(C) any guarantee fees collected under
subsection (d); and

‘‘(D) any interest or earnings on amounts
invested under paragraph (4).

‘‘(3) USE.—Amounts in the Guarantee Fund
shall be available, to the extent provided in
appropriations Acts, for—

‘‘(A) fulfilling any obligations of the Sec-
retary with respect to loans guaranteed
under this section, including the costs (as
that term is defined in section 502 of the Fed-
eral Credit Reform Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661a))
of such loans;

‘‘(B) paying taxes, insurance, prior liens,
expenses necessary to make fiscal adjust-
ment in connection with the application and
transmittal of collections, and other ex-
penses and advances to protect the Secretary
for loans which are guaranteed under this
section or held by the Secretary;
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‘‘(C) acquiring such security property at

foreclosure sales or otherwise;
‘‘(D) paying administrative expenses in

connection with this section; and
‘‘(E) reasonable and necessary costs of re-

habilitation and repair to properties that the
Secretary holds or owns pursuant to this sec-
tion.

‘‘(4) INVESTMENT.—Any amounts in the
Guarantee Fund determined by the Sec-
retary to be in excess of amounts currently
required at the time of the determination to
carry out this section may be invested in ob-
ligations of the United States.

‘‘(5) LIMITATION ON COMMITMENTS TO GUAR-
ANTEE LOANS AND MORTGAGES.—

‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
The authority of the Secretary to enter into
commitments to guarantee loans under this
section shall be effective for any fiscal year
to the extent, or in such amounts as are, or
have been, provided in appropriations Acts,
without regard to the fiscal year for which
such amounts were appropriated.

‘‘(B) LIMITATIONS ON COSTS OF GUARAN-
TEES.—The authority of the Secretary to
enter into commitments to guarantee loans
under this section shall be effective for any
fiscal year only to the extent that amounts
in the Guarantee Fund are or have been
made available in appropriations Acts to
cover the costs (as that term is defined in
section 502 of the Federal Credit Reform Act
of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661a)) of such loan guaran-
tees for such fiscal year. Any amounts appro-
priated pursuant to this subparagraph shall
remain available until expended.

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON OUTSTANDING AGGRE-
GATE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT.—Subject to the lim-
itations in subparagraphs (A) and (B), the
Secretary may enter into commitments to
guarantee loans under this section for each
of fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004
with an aggregate outstanding principal
amount not exceeding $100,000,000 for each
such fiscal year.

‘‘(6) LIABILITIES.—All liabilities and obliga-
tions of the assets credited to the Guarantee
Fund under paragraph (2)(A) shall be liabil-
ities and obligations of the Guarantee Fund.

‘‘(7) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Guarantee Fund to carry out this section
such sums as may be necessary for each of
fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004.

‘‘(k) REQUIREMENTS FOR STANDARD HOUS-
ING.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, by
regulation, establish housing safety and
quality standards to be applied for use under
this section.

‘‘(2) STANDARDS.—The standards referred to
in paragraph (1) shall—

‘‘(A) provide sufficient flexibility to permit
the use of various designs and materials in
housing acquired with loans guaranteed
under this section; and

‘‘(B) require each dwelling unit in any
housing acquired in the manner described in
subparagraph (A) to—

‘‘(i) be decent, safe, sanitary, and modest
in size and design;

‘‘(ii) conform with applicable general con-
struction standards for the region in which
the housing is located;

‘‘(iii) contain a plumbing system that—
‘‘(I) uses a properly installed system of pip-

ing;
‘‘(II) includes a kitchen sink and a

partitional bathroom with lavatory, toilet,
and bath or shower; and

‘‘(III) uses water supply, plumbing, and
sewage disposal systems that conform to any
minimum standards established by the appli-
cable county or State;

‘‘(iv) contain an electrical system using
wiring and equipment properly installed to
safely supply electrical energy for adequate

lighting and for operation of appliances that
conforms to any appropriate county, State,
or national code;

‘‘(v) be not less than the size provided
under the applicable locally adopted stand-
ards for size of dwelling units, except that
the Secretary, upon request of the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands may waive
the size requirements under this paragraph;
and

‘‘(vi) conform with the energy performance
requirements for new construction estab-
lished by the Secretary under section 526(a)
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C.A.
1735f–4), unless the Secretary determines
that the requirements are not applicable.

‘‘(l) APPLICABILITY OF CIVIL RIGHTS STAT-
UTES.—To the extent that the requirements
of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42
U.S.C. 2000d et seq.) or of title VIII of the Act
popularly known as the ‘Civil Rights Act of
1968’ (42 U.S.C.A. 3601 et seq.) apply to a
guarantee provided under this subsection,
nothing in the requirements concerning dis-
crimination on the basis of race shall be con-
strued to prevent the provision of the guar-
antee to an eligible entity on the basis that
the entity serves Native Hawaiian families
or is a Native Hawaiian family.’’.

TITLE III—COUSHATTA TRIBE OF
LOUISIANA LAND TRANSACTIONS

SEC. 301. APPROVAL NOT REQUIRED TO VALI-
DATE LAND TRANSACTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, without further ap-
proval, ratification, or authorization by the
United States, the Coushatta Tribe of Lou-
isiana, may lease, sell, convey, warrant, or
otherwise transfer all or any part of the
Tribe’s interest in any real property that is
not held in trust by the United States for the
benefit of the Tribe.

(b) TRUST LAND NOT AFFECTED.—Nothing
in this section is intended or shall be con-
strued to—

(1) authorize the Coushatta Tribe of Lou-
isiana to lease, sell, convey, warrant, or oth-
erwise transfer all or any part of an interest
in any real property that is held in trust by
the United States for the benefit of the
Tribe; or

(2) affect the operation of any law gov-
erning leasing, selling, conveying, war-
ranting, or otherwise transferring any inter-
est in such trust land.
TITLE IV—WAKPA SICA RECONCILIATION

PLACE
SEC. 401. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) there is a continuing need for reconcili-

ation between Indians and non-Indians;
(2) the need may be met partially through

the promotion of the understanding of the
history and culture of Sioux Indian tribes;

(3) the establishment of a Sioux Nation
Tribal Supreme Court will promote eco-
nomic development on reservations of the
Sioux Nation and provide investors that con-
tribute to that development a greater degree
of certainty and confidence by—

(A) reconciling conflicting tribal laws; and
(B) strengthening tribal court systems;
(4) the reservations of the Sioux Nation—
(A) contain the poorest counties in the

United States; and
(B) lack adequate tools to promote eco-

nomic development and the creation of jobs;
(5) there is a need to enhance and strength-

en the capacity of Indian tribal governments
and tribal justice systems to address con-
flicts which impair relationships in Indian
communities and between Indian and non-In-
dian communities and individuals; and

(6) the establishment of the National Na-
tive American Mediation Training Center,
with the technical assistance of tribal and
Federal agencies, including the Community

Relations Service of the Department of Jus-
tice, would enhance and strengthen the me-
diation skills that are useful in reducing ten-
sions and resolving conflicts in Indian com-
munities and between Indian and non-Indian
communities and individuals.
SEC. 402. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’

has the meaning given that term in section
4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)).

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(3) SIOUX NATION.—The term ‘‘Sioux Na-
tion’’ means the Cheyenne River Sioux
Tribe, the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, the
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe, the Lower
Brule Sioux Tribe, the Oglala Sioux Tribe,
the Rosebud Sioux Tribe, the Santee Sioux
Tribe, the Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe,
the Spirit Lake Sioux Tribe, the Standing
Rock Sioux Tribe, and the Yankton Sioux
Tribe.

Subtitle A—Reconciliation Center
SEC. 411. RECONCILIATION CENTER.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, in coopera-
tion with the Secretary, shall establish, in
accordance with this section, a reconcili-
ation center, to be known as ‘‘Wakpa Sica
Reconciliation Place’’.

(b) LOCATION.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary shall take
into trust for the benefit of the Sioux Nation
the parcel of land in Stanley County, South
Dakota, that is described as the ‘‘Reconcili-
ation Place Addition’’ that is owned on the
date of enactment of this Act by the Wakpa
Sica Historical Society, Inc., for the sole
purpose of establishing and operating Wakpa
Sica Reconciliation Place as described in
subsection (c).

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of Wakpa Sica
Reconciliation Place shall be as follows:

(1) To enhance the knowledge and under-
standing of the history of Native Americans
by—

(A) displaying and interpreting the his-
tory, art, and culture of Indian tribes for In-
dians and non-Indians; and

(B) providing an accessible repository for—
(i) the history of Indian tribes; and
(ii) the family history of members of In-

dian tribes.
(2) To provide for the interpretation of the

encounters between Lewis and Clark and the
Sioux Nation.

(3) To house the Sioux Nation Tribal Su-
preme Court.

(4) To house a Native American economic
development center.

(5) To house a facility to train tribal per-
sonnel in conflict resolution and alternative
dispute resolution.

(d) GRANT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing

and Urban Development shall offer to award
a grant to the Wakpa Sica Historical Society
of Fort Pierre, South Dakota, for the con-
struction of Wakpa Sica Reconciliation
Place.

(2) GRANT AGREEMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition to receiv-

ing the grant under this subsection, the ap-
propriate official of the Wakpa Sica Histor-
ical Society shall enter into a grant agree-
ment with the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

(B) CONSULTATION.—Before entering into a
grant agreement under this paragraph, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall consult with the Secretary con-
cerning the contents of the agreement.

(C) DUTIES OF THE WAKPA SICA HISTORICAL
SOCIETY.—The grant agreement under this
paragraph shall specify the duties of the
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Wakpa Sica Historical Society under this
section and arrangements for the mainte-
nance of Wakpa Sica Reconciliation Place.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment $18,258,441, to be used for the grant
under this section.
SEC. 412. SIOUX NATION TRIBAL SUPREME

COURT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—To ensure the develop-

ment and operation of the Sioux Nation
Tribal Supreme Court and for mediation
training, the Attorney General of the United
States shall use available funds to provide
technical and financial assistance to the
Sioux Nation.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—To
carry out this section, there are authorized
to be appropriated to the Department of Jus-
tice such sums as are necessary.
SEC. 413. LEGAL JURISDICTION NOT AFFECTED.

Nothing in this title shall be construed to
expand, diminish, or otherwise amend the
civil or criminal legal jurisdiction of the
Federal Government or any tribal or State
government.

Subtitle B—GAO Study
SEC. 421. GAO STUDY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General
shall conduct a study and make findings and
recommendations with respect to—

(1) Federal programs designed to assist In-
dian tribes and tribal members with eco-
nomic development, job creation, entrepre-
neurship, and business development;

(2) the extent of use of the programs;
(3) how effectively such programs accom-

plish their mission; and
(4) ways in which the Federal Government

could best provide economic development,
job creation, entrepreneurship, and business
development for Indian tribes and tribal
members.

(b) REPORT.—The Comptroller General
shall submit a report to Congress on the
study, findings, and recommendations re-
quired by subsection (a) not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act.

TITLE V—EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS BY
ZUNI INDIAN TRIBE

SEC. 501. EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS BY TRIBE AU-
THORIZED.

Section 3 of the Zuni Land Conservation
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–486) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘The
Secretary of the Interior’’ and inserting
‘‘The Zuni Indian Tribe’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, subject

to paragraph (2),’’;
(B) by striking paragraph (2);
(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘Secretary

of the Interior’’ and inserting ‘‘Zuni Indian
Tribe’’; and

(D) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (5),
and (6) as paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and (5), re-
spectively.

TITLE VI—TORRES-MARTINEZ DESERT
CAHUILLA INDIANS CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Torres-Mar-
tinez Desert Cahuilla Indians Claims Settle-
ment Act’’.
SEC. 602. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND PUR-

POSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) In 1876, the Torres-Martinez Indian Res-

ervation was created, reserving a single, 640-
acre section of land in the Coachella Valley,
California, north of the Salton Sink. The
Reservation was expanded in 1891 by Execu-
tive order, pursuant to the Mission Indian
Relief Act of 1891, adding about 12,000 acres
to the original 640-acre reservation.

(2) Between 1905 and 1907, flood waters of
the Colorado River filled the Salton Sink,
creating the Salton Sea, inundating approxi-
mately 2,000 acres of the 1891 reservation
lands.

(3) In 1909, an additional 12,000 acres of
land, 9,000 of which were then submerged
under the Salton Sea, were added to the res-
ervation under a Secretarial Order issued
pursuant to a 1907 amendment of the Mission
Indian Relief Act. Due to receding water lev-
els in the Salton Sea through the process of
evaporation, at the time of the 1909 enlarge-
ment of the reservation, there were some ex-
pectations that the Salton Sea would recede
within a period of 25 years.

(4) Through the present day, the majority
of the lands added to the reservation in 1909
remain inundated due in part to the flowage
of natural runoff and drainage water from
the irrigation systems of the Imperial,
Coachella, and Mexicali Valleys into the
Salton Sea.

(5) In addition to those lands that are inun-
dated, there are also tribal and individual In-
dian lands located on the perimeter of the
Salton Sea that are not currently irrigable
due to lack of proper drainage.

(6) In 1982, the United States brought an
action in trespass entitled ‘‘United States of
America, in its own right and on behalf of
Torres-Martinez Band of Mission Indians and
the Allottees therein v. the Imperial Irriga-
tion District and Coachella Valley Water
District’’, Case No. 82–1790 K (M) (hereafter
in this section referred to as the ‘‘U.S. Suit’’)
on behalf of the Torres-Martinez Indian
Tribe and affected Indian allottees against
the two water districts seeking damages re-
lated to the inundation of tribal- and allot-
tee-owned lands and injunctive relief to pre-
vent future discharge of water on such lands.

(7) On August 20, 1992, the Federal District
Court for the Southern District of California
entered a judgment in the U.S. Suit requir-
ing the Coachella Valley Water District to
pay $212,908.41 in past and future damages
and the Imperial Irrigation District to pay
$2,795,694.33 in past and future damages in
lieu of the United States request for a per-
manent injunction against continued flood-
ing of the submerged lands.

(8) The United States, the Coachella Valley
Water District, and the Imperial Irrigation
District have filed notices of appeal with the
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit from the district court’s judgment in
the U.S. Suit (Nos. 93–55389, 93–55398, and 93–
55402), and the Tribe has filed a notice of ap-
peal from the district court’s denial of its
motion to intervene as a matter of right (No.
92–55129).

(9) The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Cir-
cuit has stayed further action on the appeals
pending the outcome of settlement negotia-
tions.

(10) In 1991, the Tribe brought its own law-
suit, Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indi-
ans, et al., v. Imperial Irrigation District, et
al., Case No. 91–1670 J (LSP) (hereafter in
this section referred to as the ‘‘Indian Suit’’)
in the United States District Court, South-
ern District of California, against the two
water districts, and amended the complaint
to include as a plaintiff, Mary Resvaloso, in
her own right, and as class representative of
all other affected Indian allotment owners.

(11) The Indian Suit has been stayed by the
district court to facilitate settlement nego-
tiations.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to facilitate and implement the settlement
agreement negotiated and executed by the
parties to the U.S. Suit and Indian Suit for
the purpose of resolving their conflicting
claims to their mutual satisfaction and in
the public interest.

SEC. 603. DEFINITIONS.
For the purposes of this title:
(1) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe’’ means the

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, a
federally recognized Indian tribe with a res-
ervation located in Riverside and Imperial
Counties, California.

(2) ALLOTTEES.—The term ‘‘allottees’’
means those individual Tribe members, their
successors, heirs, and assigns, who have indi-
vidual ownership of allotted Indian trust
lands within the Torres-Martinez Indian Res-
ervation.

(3) SALTON SEA.—The term ‘‘Salton Sea’’
means the inland body of water located in
Riverside and Imperial Counties which
serves as a drainage reservoir for water from
precipitation, natural runoff, irrigation re-
turn flows, wastewater, floods, and other in-
flow from within its watershed area.

(4) SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT.—The term
‘‘Settlement Agreement’’ means the Agree-
ment of Compromise and Settlement Con-
cerning Claims to the Lands of the United
States Within and on the Perimeter of the
Salton Sea Drainage Reservoir Held in Trust
for the Torres-Martinez Indians executed on
June 18, 1996, as modified by the first, sec-
ond, third, and fourth modifications thereto.

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(6) PERMANENT FLOWAGE EASEMENT.—The
term ‘‘permanent flowage easement’’ means
the perpetual right by the water districts to
use the described lands in the Salton Sink
within and below the minus 220-foot contour
as a drainage reservoir to receive and store
water from their respective water and drain-
age systems, including flood water, return
flows from irrigation, tail water, leach
water, operational spills, and any other
water which overflows and floods such lands,
originating from lands within such water
districts.
SEC. 604. RATIFICATION OF SETTLEMENT AGREE-

MENT.
The United States hereby approves, rati-

fies, and confirms the Settlement Agree-
ment.
SEC. 605. SETTLEMENT FUNDS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF TRIBAL AND
ALLOTTEES SETTLEMENT TRUST FUNDS AC-
COUNTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are established in
the Treasury of the United States three set-
tlement trust fund accounts to be known as
the ‘‘Torres-Martinez Settlement Trust
Funds Account’’, the ‘‘Torres-Martinez
Allottees Settlement Account I’’, and the
‘‘Torres-Martinez Allottees Settlement Ac-
count II’’, respectively.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts held in the
Torres-Martinez Settlement Trust Funds Ac-
count, the Torres-Martinez Allottees Settle-
ment Account I, and the Torres-Martinez
Allottees Settlement Account II shall be
available to the Secretary for distribution to
the Tribe and affected allottees in accord-
ance with subsection (c).

(b) CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE SETTLEMENT
TRUST FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts paid to the Sec-
retary for deposit into the trust fund ac-
counts established by subsection (a) shall be
allocated among and deposited in the trust
accounts in the amounts determined by the
tribal-allottee allocation provisions of the
Settlement Agreement.

(2) CASH PAYMENTS BY COACHELLA VALLEY
WATER DISTRICT.—Within the time, in the
manner, and upon the conditions specified in
the Settlement Agreement, the Coachella
Valley Water District shall pay the sum of
$337,908.41 to the United States for the ben-
efit of the Tribe and any affected allottees.

(3) CASH PAYMENTS BY IMPERIAL IRRIGATION
DISTRICT.—Within the time, in the manner,
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and upon the conditions specified in the Set-
tlement Agreement, the Imperial Irrigation
District shall pay the sum of $3,670,694.33 to
the United States for the benefit of the Tribe
and any affected allottees.

(4) CASH PAYMENTS BY THE UNITED
STATES.—Within the time and upon the con-
ditions specified in the Settlement Agree-
ment, the United States shall pay into the
three separate tribal and allottee trust fund
accounts the total sum of $10,200,000, of
which sum—

(A) $4,200,000 shall be provided from mon-
eys appropriated by Congress under section
1304 of title 31, United States Code, the con-
ditions of which are deemed to have been
met, including those of section 2414 of title
28, United States Code; and

(B) $6,000,000 shall be provided from mon-
eys appropriated by Congress for this specific
purpose to the Secretary.

(5) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.—In the event
that any of the sums described in paragraph
(2) or (3) are not timely paid by the
Coachella Valley Water District or the Impe-
rial Irrigation District, as the case may be,
the delinquent payor shall pay an additional
sum equal to 10 percent interest annually on
the amount outstanding daily, compounded
yearly on December 31 of each respective
year, until all outstanding amounts due have
been paid in full.

(6) SEVERALLY LIABLE FOR PAYMENTS.—The
Coachella Valley Water District, the Impe-
rial Irrigation District, and the United
States shall each be severally liable, but not
jointly liable, for its respective obligation to
make the payments specified by this sub-
section.

(c) ADMINISTRATION OF SETTLEMENT TRUST
FUNDS.—The Secretary shall administer and
distribute funds held in the Torres-Martinez
Settlement Trust Funds Account, the
Torres-Martinez Allottees Settlement Ac-
count I, and the Torres-Martinez Allottees
Settlement Account II in accordance with
the terms and conditions of the Settlement
Agreement.
SEC. 606. TRUST LAND ACQUISITION AND STA-

TUS.
(a) ACQUISITION AND PLACEMENT OF LANDS

INTO TRUST.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey into trust status lands purchased or oth-
erwise acquired by the Tribe within the
areas described in paragraphs (2) and (3) in
an amount not to exceed 11,800 acres in ac-
cordance with the terms, conditions, cri-
teria, and procedures set forth in the Settle-
ment Agreement and this title. Subject to
such terms, conditions, criteria, and proce-
dures, all lands purchased or otherwise ac-
quired by the Tribe and conveyed into trust
status for the benefit of the Tribe pursuant
to the Settlement Agreement and this title
shall be considered as if such lands were so
acquired in trust status in 1909 except as (i)
to water rights as provided in subsection (c),
and (ii) to valid rights existing at the time of
acquisition pursuant to this title.

(2) PRIMARY ACQUISITION AREA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The primary area within

which lands may be acquired pursuant to
paragraph (1) consists of the lands located in
the Primary Acquisition Area, as defined in
the Settlement Agreement. The amount of
acreage that may be acquired from such area
is 11,800 acres less the number of acres ac-
quired and conveyed into trust under para-
graph (3).

(B) EFFECT OF OBJECTION.—Lands referred
to in subparagraph (A) may not be acquired
pursuant to paragraph (1) if by majority vote
the governing body of the city within whose
incorporated boundaries (as such boundaries
exist on the date of the Settlement Agree-
ment) the subject lands are situated within
formally objects to the Tribe’s request to

convey the subject lands into trust and noti-
fies the Secretary of such objection in writ-
ing within 60 days of receiving a copy of the
Tribe’s request in accordance with the Set-
tlement Agreement. Upon receipt of such a
notification, the Secretary shall deny the ac-
quisition request.

(3) SECONDARY ACQUISITION AREA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 640 acres

of land may be acquired pursuant to para-
graph (1) from those certain lands located in
the Secondary Acquisition Area, as defined
in the Settlement Agreement.

(B) EFFECT OF OBJECTION.—Lands referred
to in subparagraph (A) may not be acquired
pursuant to paragraph (1) if by majority
vote—

(i) the governing body of the city within
whose incorporated boundaries (as such
boundaries exist on the date of the Settle-
ment Agreement) the subject lands are situ-
ated within; or

(ii) the governing body of Riverside Coun-
ty, California, in the event that such lands
are located within an unincorporated area,

formally objects to the Tribe’s request to
convey the subject lands into trust and noti-
fies the Secretary of such objection in writ-
ing within 60 days of receiving a copy of the
Tribe’s request in accordance with the Set-
tlement Agreement. Upon receipt of such a
notification, the Secretary shall deny the ac-
quisition request.

(4) CONTIGUOUS LANDS.—The Secretary
shall not take any lands into trust for the
Tribe under generally applicable Federal
statutes or regulations where such lands are
both—

(A) contiguous to any lands within the
Secondary Acquisition Area that are taken
into trust pursuant to the terms of the Set-
tlement Agreement and this title; and

(B) situated outside the Secondary Acqui-
sition Area.

(b) RESTRICTIONS ON GAMING.—The Tribe
may conduct gaming on only one site within
the lands acquired pursuant to subsection
6(a)(1) as more particularly provided in the
Settlement Agreement.

(c) WATER RIGHTS.—All lands acquired by
the Tribe under subsection (a) shall—

(1) be subject to all valid water rights ex-
isting at the time of tribal acquisition, in-
cluding (but not limited to) all rights under
any permit or license issued under the laws
of the State of California to commence an
appropriation of water, to appropriate water,
or to increase the amount of water appro-
priated;

(2) be subject to the paramount rights of
any person who at any time recharges or
stores water in a ground water basin to re-
capture or recover the recharged or stored
water or to authorize others to recapture or
recover the recharged or stored water; and

(3) continue to enjoy all valid water rights
appurtenant to the land existing imme-
diately prior to the time of tribal acquisi-
tion.
SEC. 607. PERMANENT FLOWAGE EASEMENTS.

(a) CONVEYANCE OF EASEMENT TO
COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT.—

(1) TRIBAL INTEREST.—The United States,
in its capacity as trustee for the Tribe, as
well as for any affected Indian allotment
owners, and their successors and assigns, and
the Tribe in its own right and that of its suc-
cessors and assigns, shall convey to the
Coachella Valley Water District a permanent
flowage easement as to all Indian trust lands
(approximately 11,800 acres) located within
and below the minus 220-foot contour of the
Salton Sink, in accordance with the terms
and conditions of the Settlement Agreement.

(2) UNITED STATES INTEREST.—The United
States, in its own right shall, notwith-
standing any prior or present reservation or

withdrawal of land of any kind, convey to
the Coachella Valley Water District a per-
manent flowage easement as to all Federal
lands (approximately 110,000 acres) located
within and below the minus 220-foot contour
of the Salton Sink, in accordance with the
terms and conditions of the Settlement
Agreement.

(b) CONVEYANCE OF EASEMENT TO IMPERIAL
IRRIGATION DISTRICT.—

(1) TRIBAL INTEREST.—The United States,
in its capacity as trustee for the Tribe, as
well as for any affected Indian allotment
owners, and their successors and assigns, and
the Tribe in its own right and that of its suc-
cessors and assigns, shall grant and convey
to the Imperial Irrigation District a perma-
nent flowage easement as to all Indian trust
lands (approximately 11,800 acres) located
within and below the minus 220-foot contour
of the Salton Sink, in accordance with the
terms and conditions of the Settlement
Agreement.

(2) UNITED STATES.—The United States, in
its own right shall, notwithstanding any
prior or present reservation or withdrawal of
land of any kind, grant and convey to the
Imperial Irrigation District a permanent
flowage easement as to all Federal lands (ap-
proximately 110,000 acres) located within and
below the minus 220-foot contour of the
Salton Sink, in accordance with the terms
and conditions of the Settlement Agreement.
SEC. 608. SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS, WAIVERS,

AND RELEASES.
(a) SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS.—The benefits

available to the Tribe and the allottees
under the terms and conditions of the Settle-
ment Agreement and the provisions of this
title shall constitute full and complete satis-
faction of the claims by the Tribe and the
allottees arising from or related to the inun-
dation and lack of drainage of tribal and al-
lottee lands described in section 602 of this
title and further defined in the Settlement
Agreement.

(b) APPROVAL OF WAIVERS AND RELEASES.—
The United States hereby approves and con-
firms the releases and waivers required by
the Settlement Agreement and this title.
SEC. 609. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.

(a) ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.—Nothing in
this title or the Settlement Agreement shall
affect the eligibility of the Tribe or its mem-
bers for any Federal program or diminish the
trust responsibility of the United States to
the Tribe and its members.

(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR OTHER SERVICES NOT
AFFECTED.—No payment pursuant to this
title shall result in the reduction or denial of
any Federal services or programs to the
Tribe or to members of the Tribe, to which
they are entitled or eligible because of their
status as a federally recognized Indian tribe
or member of the Tribe.

(c) PRESERVATION OF EXISTING RIGHTS.—
Except as provided in this title or the Settle-
ment Agreement, any right to which the
Tribe is entitled under existing law shall not
be affected or diminished.

(d) AMENDMENT OF SETTLEMENT AGREE-
MENT.—The Settlement Agreement may be
amended from time to time in accordance
with its terms and conditions to the extent
that such amendments are not inconsistent
with the trust land acquisition provisions of
the Settlement Agreement, as such provi-
sions existed on—

(1) the date of the enactment of this Act,
in the case of Modifications One and Three;
and

(2) September 14, 2000, in the case of Modi-
fication Four.
SEC. 610. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as are necessary to carry out this
title.
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SEC. 611. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by
subsection (b), this title shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8
shall take effect on the date on which the
Secretary determines the following condi-
tions have been met:

(1) The Tribe agrees to the Settlement
Agreement and the provisions of this title
and executes the releases and waivers re-
quired by the Settlement Agreement and
this title.

(2) The Coachella Valley Water District
agrees to the Settlement Agreement and to
the provisions of this title.

(3) The Imperial Irrigation District agrees
to the Settlement Agreement and to the pro-
visions of this title.

TITLE VII—SHAWNEE TRIBE STATUS
SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Shawnee
Tribe Status Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 702. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) The Cherokee Shawnees, also known as

the Loyal Shawnees, are recognized as the
descendants of the Shawnee Tribe which was
incorporated into the Cherokee Nation of In-
dians of Oklahoma pursuant to an agreement
entered into by and between the Shawnee
Tribe and the Cherokee Nation on June 7,
1869, and approved by the President on June
9, 1869, in accordance with Article XV of the
July 19, 1866, Treaty between the United
States and the Cherokee Nation (14 Stat.
799).

(2) The Shawnee Tribe from and after its
incorporation and its merger with the Cher-
okee Nation has continued to maintain the
Shawnee Tribe’s separate culture, language,
religion, and organization, and a separate
membership roll.

(3) The Shawnee Tribe and the Cherokee
Nation have concluded that it is in the best
interests of the Shawnee Tribe and the Cher-
okee Nation that the Shawnee Tribe be re-
stored to its position as a separate federally
recognized Indian tribe and all current and
historical responsibilities, jurisdiction, and
sovereignty as it relates to the Shawnee
Tribe, the Cherokee-Shawnee people, and
their properties everywhere, provided that
civil and criminal jurisdiction over Shawnee
individually owned restricted and trust
lands, Shawnee tribal trust lands, dependent
Indian communities, and all other forms of
Indian country within the jurisdictional ter-
ritory of the Cherokee Nation and located
within the State of Oklahoma shall remain
with the Cherokee Nation, unless consent is
obtained by the Shawnee Tribe from the
Cherokee Nation to assume all or any por-
tion of such jurisdiction.

(4) On August 12, 1996, the Tribal Council of
the Cherokee Nation unanimously adopted
Resolution 96–09 supporting the termination
by the Secretary of the Interior of the 1869
Agreement.

(5) On July 23, 1996, the Shawnee Tribal
Business Committee concurred in such reso-
lution.

(6) On March 13, 2000, a second resolution
was adopted by the Tribal Council of the
Cherokee Nation (Resolution 15–00) sup-
porting the submission of this legislation to
Congress for enactment.
SEC. 703. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) CHEROKEE NATION.—The term ‘‘Cherokee

Nation’’ means the Cherokee Nation, with
its headquarters located in Tahlequah, Okla-
homa.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(3) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe’’ means the
Shawnee Tribe, known also as the ‘‘Loyal

Shawnee’’ or ‘‘Cherokee Shawnee’’, which
was a party to the 1869 Agreement between
the Cherokee Nation and the Shawnee Tribe
of Indians.

(4) TRUST LAND.—The term ‘‘trust land’’
means land, the title to which is held by the
United States in trust for the benefit of an
Indian tribe or individual.

(5) RESTRICTED LAND.—The term ‘‘re-
stricted land’’ means any land, the title to
which is held in the name of an Indian or In-
dian tribe subject to restrictions by the
United States against alienation.
SEC. 704. FEDERAL RECOGNITION, TRUST RELA-

TIONSHIP, AND PROGRAM ELIGI-
BILITY.

(a) FEDERAL RECOGNITION.—The Federal
recognition of the Tribe and the trust rela-
tionship between the United States and the
Tribe are hereby reaffirmed. Except as other-
wise provided in this title, the Act of June
26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1967; 25 U.S.C. 501 et seq.)
(commonly known as the ‘‘Oklahoma Indian
Welfare Act’’), and all laws and rules of law
of the United States of general application
to Indians, Indian tribes, or Indian reserva-
tions which are not inconsistent with this
title shall apply to the Tribe, and to its
members and lands. The Tribe is hereby rec-
ognized as an independent tribal entity, sep-
arate from the Cherokee Nation or any other
Indian tribe.

(b) PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions

of this subsection, the Tribe and its members
are eligible for all special programs and serv-
ices provided by the United States to Indians
because of their status as Indians.

(2) CONTINUATION OF BENEFITS.—Except as
provided in paragraph (3), the members of
the Tribe who are residing on land recog-
nized by the Secretary to be within the Cher-
okee Nation and eligible for Federal program
services or benefits through the Cherokee
Nation shall receive such services or benefits
through the Cherokee Nation.

(3) ADMINISTRATION BY TRIBE.—The Tribe
shall be eligible to apply for and administer
the special programs and services provided
by the United States to Indians because of
their status as Indians, including such pro-
grams and services within land recognized by
the Secretary to be within the Cherokee Na-
tion, in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations to the same extent that the
Cherokee Nation is eligible to apply for and
administer programs and services, but only—

(A) if the Cherokee Nation consents to the
operation by the Tribe of federally funded
programs and services;

(B) if the benefits of such programs or serv-
ices are to be provided to members of the
Tribe in areas recognized by the Secretary to
be under the jurisdiction of the Tribe and
outside of land recognized by the Secretary
to be within the Cherokee Nation, so long as
those members are not receiving such pro-
grams or services from another Indian tribe;
or

(C) if under applicable provisions of Fed-
eral law, the Cherokee Nation is not eligible
to apply for and administer such programs or
services.

(4) DUPLICATION OF SERVICES NOT AL-
LOWED.—The Tribe shall not be eligible to
apply for or administer any Federal pro-
grams or services on behalf of Indians recipi-
ents if such recipients are receiving or are
eligible to receive the same federally funded
programs or services from the Cherokee Na-
tion.

(5) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Nothing in
this section shall restrict the Tribe and the
Cherokee Nation from entering into coopera-
tive agreements to provide such programs or
services and such funding agreements shall
be honored by Federal agencies, unless oth-
erwise prohibited by law.

SEC. 705. ESTABLISHMENT OF A TRIBAL ROLL.
(a) APPROVAL OF BASE ROLL.—Not later

than 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Tribe shall submit to the Sec-
retary for approval its base membership roll,
which shall include only individuals who are
not members of any other federally recog-
nized Indian tribe or who have relinquished
membership in such tribe and are eligible for
membership under subsection (b).

(b) BASE ROLL ELIGIBILITY.—An individual
is eligible for enrollment on the base mem-
bership roll of the Tribe if that individual—

(1) is on, or eligible to be on, the member-
ship roll of Cherokee Shawnees maintained
by the Tribe prior to the date of enactment
of this Act which is separate from the mem-
bership roll of the Cherokee Nation; or

(2) is a lineal descendant of any person—
(A) who was issued a restricted fee patent

to land pursuant to Article 2 of the Treaty of
May 10, 1854, between the United States and
the Tribe (10 Stat. 1053); or

(B) whose name was included on the 1871
Register of names of those members of the
Tribe who moved to, and located in, the
Cherokee Nation in Indian Territory pursu-
ant to the Agreement entered into by and be-
tween the Tribe and the Cherokee Nation on
June 7, 1869.

(c) FUTURE MEMBERSHIP.—Future member-
ship in the Tribe shall be as determined
under the eligibility requirements set out in
subsection (b)(2) or under such future mem-
bership ordinance as the Tribe may adopt.
SEC. 706. ORGANIZATION OF THE TRIBE; TRIBAL

CONSTITUTION.
(a) EXISTING CONSTITUTION AND GOVERNING

BODY.—The existing constitution and bylaws
of the Cherokee Shawnee and the officers
and members of the Shawnee Tribal Business
Committee, as constituted on the date of en-
actment of this Act, are hereby recognized
respectively as the governing documents and
governing body of the Tribe.

(b) CONSTITUTION.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Tribe shall have a right to re-
organize its tribal government pursuant to
section 3 of the Act of June 26, 1936 (49 Stat.
1967; 25 U.S.C. 503).
SEC. 707. TRIBAL LAND.

(a) LAND ACQUISITION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Tribe shall be eligible

to have land acquired in trust for its benefit
pursuant to section 5 of the Act of June 18,
1934 (48 Stat. 985; 25 U.S.C. 465) and section 1
of the Act of June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1967; 25
U.S.C. 501).

(2) CERTAIN LAND IN OKLAHOMA.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law but sub-
ject to subsection (b), if the Tribe transfers
any land within the boundaries of the State
of Oklahoma to the Secretary, the Secretary
shall take such land into trust for the ben-
efit of the Tribe.

(b) RESTRICTION.—No land recognized by
the Secretary to be within the Cherokee Na-
tion or any other Indian tribe may be taken
into trust for the benefit of the Tribe under
this section without the consent of the Cher-
okee Nation or such other tribe, respec-
tively.
SEC. 708. JURISDICTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Tribe shall have ju-
risdiction over trust land and restricted land
of the Tribe and its members to the same ex-
tent that the Cherokee Nation has jurisdic-
tion over land recognized by the Secretary to
be within the Cherokee Nation and its mem-
bers, but only if such land—

(1) is not recognized by the Secretary to be
within the jurisdiction of another federally
recognized tribe; or

(2) has been placed in trust or restricted
status with the consent of the federally rec-
ognized tribe within whose jurisdiction the
Secretary recognizes the land to be, and only
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to the extent that the Tribe’s jurisdiction
has been agreed to by that host tribe.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this title shall be construed to diminish or
otherwise limit the jurisdiction of any In-
dian tribe that is federally recognized on the
day before the date of enactment of this Act
over trust land, restricted land, or other
forms of Indian country of that Indian tribe
on such date.
SEC. 709. INDIVIDUAL INDIAN LAND.

Nothing in this title shall be construed to
affect the restrictions against alienation of
any individual Indian’s land and those re-
strictions shall continue in force and effect.
SEC. 710. TREATIES NOT AFFECTED.

No provision of this title shall be con-
strued to constitute an amendment, modi-
fication, or interpretation of any treaty to
which a tribe referred to in this title is a
party nor to any right secured to such a
tribe or to any other tribe by any treaty.

TITLE VIII—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS
SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Native
American Laws Technical Corrections Act of
2000’’.

Subtitle A—Miscellaneous Technical
Provisions

SEC. 811. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO AN ACT
AFFECTING THE STATUS OF MIS-
SISSIPPI CHOCTAW LANDS AND ADD-
ING SUCH LANDS TO THE CHOCTAW
RESERVATION.

Section 1(a)(2) of Public Law 106–228 (an
Act to make technical corrections to the sta-
tus of certain land held in trust for the Mis-
sissippi Band of Choctaw Indians, to take
certain land into trust for that Band, and for
other purposes) is amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 28, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘February 7,
2000’’.
SEC. 812. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS CON-

CERNING THE FIVE CIVILIZED
TRIBES OF OKLAHOMA.

(a) INDIAN SELF-DETERMINATION ACT.—Sec-
tion 1(b)(15)(A) of the model agreement set
forth in section 108(c) of the Indian Self-De-
termination Act (25 U.S.C. 450l(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and section 16’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, section 16’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘shall not’’ and inserting
‘‘and the Act of July 3, 1952 (25 U.S.C. 82a),
shall not’’.

(b) INDIAN SELF-DETERMINATION AND EDU-
CATION ASSISTANCE ACT.—Section 403(h)(2) of
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 458cc(h)(2))
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and section’’ and inserting
‘‘section’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘shall not’’ and inserting
‘‘and the Act of July 3, 1952 (25 U.S.C. 82a),
shall not’’.

(c) REPEALS.—The following provisions of
law are repealed:

(1) Section 2106 of the Revised Statutes (25
U.S.C. 84).

(2) Sections 438 and 439 of title 18, United
States Code.
SEC. 813. WAIVER OF REPAYMENT OF EXPERT AS-

SISTANCE LOANS TO THE RED LAKE
BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS AND
THE MINNESOTA CHIPPEWA TRIBES.

(a) RED LAKE BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the balances of all expert assistance loans
made to the Red Lake Band of Chippewa In-
dians under the authority of Public Law 88–
168 (77 Stat. 301), and relating to Red Lake
Band v. United States (United States Court
of Federal Claims Docket Nos. 189 A, B, C),
are canceled and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall take such action as may be nec-
essary to document such cancellation and to
release the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indi-

ans from any liability associated with such
loans.

(b) MINNESOTA CHIPPEWA TRIBE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the bal-
ances of all expert assistance loans made to
the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe under the au-
thority of Public Law 88–168 (77 Stat. 301),
and relating to Minnesota Chippewa Tribe v.
United States (United States Court of Fed-
eral Claims Docket Nos. 19 and 188), are can-
celed and the Secretary of the Interior shall
take such action as may be necessary to doc-
ument such cancellation and to release the
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe from any liability
associated with such loans.
SEC. 814. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO THE IN-

DIAN CHILD PROTECTION AND FAM-
ILY VIOLENCE PROTECTION ACT.

Section 408(b) of the Indian Child Protec-
tion and Family Violence Prevention Act (25
U.S.C. 3207(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘any offense’’ and inserting
‘‘any felonious offense, or any of 2 of more
misdemeanor offenses,’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘or crimes against persons’’
and inserting ‘‘crimes against persons; or of-
fenses committed against children’’.
SEC. 815. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO EXTEND

THE AUTHORIZATION PERIOD
UNDER THE INDIAN HEALTH CARE
IMPROVEMENT ACT.

The authorization of appropriations for,
and the duration of, each program or activ-
ity under the Indian Health Care Improve-
ment Act (25 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) is extended
through fiscal year 2001.
SEC. 816. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO EXTEND

THE AUTHORIZATION PERIOD
UNDER THE INDIAN ALCOHOL AND
SUBSTANCE ABUSE PREVENTION
AND TREATMENT ACT OF 1986.

The authorization of appropriations for,
and the duration of, each program or activ-
ity under the Indian Alcohol and Substance
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act of 1986
(25 U.S.C. 2401 et seq.) is extended through
fiscal year 2001.
SEC. 817. MORRIS K. UDALL SCHOLARSHIP AND

EXCELLENCE IN NATIONAL ENVI-
RONMENTAL POLICY FOUNDATION.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 6(7) of the Morris
K. Udall Scholarship and Excellence in Na-
tional Environmental and Native American
Public Policy Act of 1992 (20 U.S.C. 5604(7)) is
amended by inserting before the semicolon
at the end the following: ‘‘, by conducting
management and leadership training of Na-
tive Americans, Alaska Natives, and others
involved in tribal leadership, providing as-
sistance and resources for policy analysis,
and carrying out other appropriate activi-
ties.’’.

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—Section
12(b) of the Morris K. Udall Scholarship and
Excellence in National Environmental and
Native American Public Policy Act of 1992
(20 U.S.C. 5608(b)) is amended by inserting be-
fore the period at the end the following: ‘‘and
to the activities of the Foundation under
section 6(7)’’.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 13 of the Morris K. Udall Scholarship
and Excellence in National Environmental
and Native American Public Policy Act of
1992 (20 U.S.C. 5609) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(c) TRAINING OF PROFESSIONALS IN HEALTH
CARE AND PUBLIC POLICY.—There is author-
ized to be appropriated to carry out section
6(7) $12,300,000 for the 5-fiscal year period be-
ginning with the fiscal year in which this
subsection is enacted.’’.
SEC. 818. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT REGARDING

THE TREATMENT OF CERTAIN IN-
COME FOR PURPOSES OF FEDERAL
ASSISTANCE.

Section 7 of the Act of October 19, 1973 (25
U.S.C. 1407) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the
end; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3), the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(4) are paid by the State of Minnesota to
the Bois Forte Band of Chippewa Indians
pursuant to the agreements of such Band to
voluntarily restrict tribal rights to hunt and
fish in territory cede under the Treaty of
September 30, 1854 (10 Stat. 1109), including
all interest accrued on such funds during any
period in which such funds are held in a mi-
nor’s trust,’’.
SEC. 819. LAND TO BE TAKEN INTO TRUST.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of the Interior shall ac-
cept for the benefit of the Lytton Rancheria
of California the land described in that cer-
tain grant deed dated and recorded on Octo-
ber 16, 2000, in the official records of the
County of Contra Costa, California, Deed In-
strument Number 2000–229754. The Secretary
shall declare that such land is held in trust
by the United States for the benefit of the
Rancheria and that such land is part of the
reservation of such Rancheria under sections
5 and 7 of the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat.
985; 25 U.S.C. 467). Such land shall be deemed
to have been held in trust and part of the
reservation of the Rancheria prior to Octo-
ber 17, 1988.

Subtitle B—Santa Fe Indian School
SEC. 821. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Santa
Fe Indian School Act’’.
SEC. 822. DEFINITIONS.

In this subtitle:
(1) 19 PUEBLOS.—The term ‘‘19 Pueblos’’

means the Indian pueblos of Acoma, Cochiti
Isleta, Jemen, Laguna, Nambe, Picuris,
Pojoaque, San Felipe, San Ildefonso, San
Juan, Sandia, Santa Ana, Santa Clara, Santo
Domingo, Taos, Tesuque, Zia, and Zuni.

(2) SANTA FE INDIAN SCHOOL, INC.—The term
‘‘Santa Fe Indian School, Inc.’’ means a cor-
poration chartered under laws of the State of
New Mexico.

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.
SEC. 823. TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LANDS FOR USE

AS THE SANTA FE INDIAN SCHOOL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—All right, title, and inter-

est of the United States in and to the land,
including improvements and appurtenances
thereto, described in subsection (b) are de-
clared to be held in trust for the benefit of
the 19 Pueblos of New Mexico.

(b) LAND.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The land described in this

subsection is the tract of land, located in the
city and county of Santa Fe, New Mexico,
upon which the Santa Fe Indian School is lo-
cated and more particularly described as all
that certain real property, excluding the
tracts described in paragraph (2), as shown in
the United Sates General Land Office Plat of
the United States Indian School Tract dated
March 19, 1937, and recorded at Book 363,
Page 024, Office of the Clerk, Santa Fe Coun-
ty, New Mexico, containing a total acreage
of 131.43 acres, more or less.

(2) EXCLUSIONS.—The excluded tracts de-
scribed in this paragraph are all portions of
any tracts heretofore conveyed by the deeds
recorded in the Office of the Clerk, Santa Fe
County, New Mexico, at—

(A) Book 114, Page 106, containing 0.518
acres, more or less;

(B) Book 122, Page 45, containing 0.238
acres, more or less;

(C) Book 123, Page 228, containing 14.95,
more or less; and

(D) Book 130, Page 84, containing 0.227
acres, more or less;
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leaving, as the net acreage to be included in
the land described in paragraph (1) and taken
into trust pursuant to subsection (a), a tract
containing 115.5 acres, more or less.

(c) LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS.—The land
taken into trust pursuant to subsection (a)
shall remain subject to—

(1) any existing encumbrances, rights of
way, restrictions, or easements of record;

(2) the right of the Indian Health Service
to continue use and occupancy of 10.23 acres
of such land which are currently occupied by
the Santa Fe Indian Hospital and its parking
facilities as more fully described as Parcel
‘‘A’’ in legal description No. Pd–K–51–06–01
and recorded as Document No. 059–3–778, Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs Land Title & Records
Office, Albuquerque, New Mexico; and

(3) the right of the United States to use,
without cost, additional portions of land
transferred pursuant to this section, which
are contiguous to the land described in para-
graph (2), for purposes of the Indian Health
Service.
SEC. 824. LAND USE.

(a) LIMITATION FOR EDUCATIONAL AND CUL-
TURAL PURPOSES.—The land taken into trust
under section 823(a) shall be used solely for
the educational, health, or cultural purposes
of the Santa Fe Indian School, including use
for related non-profit or technical programs,
as operated by Santa Fe Indian School, Inc.
on the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) REVERSION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines that the land taken into trust under
section 823(a) is not being used as required
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall pro-
vide appropriate notice to the 19 Pueblos of
such noncompliance and require the 19 Pueb-
los to comply with the requirements of this
subtitle.

(2) CONTINUED FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If the
Secretary, after providing notice under para-
graph (1) and after the expiration of a rea-
sonable period of time, determines that the
noncompliance that was the subject of the
notice has not been corrected, the land shall
revert to the United States.

(c) APPLICABILITY OF LAWS.—Except as oth-
erwise provided in this subtitle, the land
taken into trust under section 823(a) shall be
subject to the laws of the United States re-
lating to Indian lands.

(d) GAMING.—Gaming, as defined and regu-
lated by the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
(25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), shall be prohibited on
the land taken into trust under subsection
(a).

TITLE IX—CALIFORNIA INDIAN LAND
TRANSFER

SEC. 901. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘California

Indian Land Transfer Act’’.
SEC. 902. LANDS HELD IN TRUST FOR VARIOUS

TRIBES OF CALIFORNIA INDIANS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing

rights, all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to the lands, including
improvements and appurtenances, described
in a paragraph of subsection (b) in connec-
tion with the respective tribe, band, or group
of Indians named in such paragraph are here-
by declared to be held in trust by the United
States for the benefit of such tribe, band, or
group. Real property taken into trust pursu-
ant to this subsection shall not be considered
to have been taken into trust for gaming (as
that term is used in the Indian Gaming Reg-
ulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.)).

(b) LANDS DESCRIBED.—The lands described
in this subsection, comprising approximately
3,525.8 acres, and the respective tribe, band,
or group, are as follows:

(1) PIT RIVER TRIBE.—Lands to be held in
trust for the Pit River Tribe are comprised
of approximately 561.69 acres described as
follows:

Mount Diablo Base and Meridian
Township 42 North, Range 13 East

Section 3:
S1⁄2 NW1⁄4, NW1⁄4 NW1⁄4, 120 acres.

Township 43 North, Range 13 East
Section 1:
N1⁄2 NE1⁄4, 80 acres,
Section 22:
SE1⁄4 SE1⁄4, 40 acres,
Section 25:
SE1⁄4 NW1⁄4, 40 acres,
Section 26:
SW1⁄4 SE1⁄4, 40 acres,
Section 27:
SE1⁄4 NW1⁄4, 40 acres,
Section 28:
NE1⁄4 SW1⁄4, 40 acres,
Section 32:
SE1⁄4 SE1⁄4, 40 acres,
Section 34:
SE1⁄4 NW1⁄4, 40 acres,

Township 44 North, Range 14 East,
Section 31:
S1⁄2 SW1⁄4, 80 acres.
(2) FORT INDEPENDENCE COMMUNITY OF PAI-

UTE INDIANS.—Lands to be held in trust for
the Fort Independence Community of Paiute
Indians are comprised of approximately
200.06 acres described as follows:

Mount Diablo Base and Meridian
Township 13 South, Range 34 East

Section 1:
W1⁄2 of Lot 5 in the NE±1⁄4, Lot 3, E1⁄2 of Lot

4, and E1⁄2 of Lot 5 in the NW1⁄4.
(3) BARONA GROUP OF CAPITAN GRANDE BAND

OF MISSION INDIANS.—Lands to be held in
trust for the Barona Group of Capitan
Grande Band of Mission Indians are com-
prised of approximately 5.03 acres described
as follows:

San Bernardino Base and Meridian
Township 14 South, Range 2 East

Section 7, Lot 15.
(4) CUYAPAIPE BAND OF MISSION INDIANS.—

Lands to be held in trust for the Cuyapaipe
Band of Mission Indians are comprised of ap-
proximately 1,360 acres described as follows:

San Bernardino Base and Meridian
Township 15 South, Range 6 East

Section 21:
All of this section.
Section 31:
NE1⁄4, N1⁄2SE1⁄4, SE1⁄4SE1⁄4.
Section 32:
W1⁄2SW1⁄4, NE1⁄4SW1⁄4, NW1⁄4SE1⁄4.
Section 33:
SE1⁄4, SW1⁄4SW1⁄4, E1⁄2SW1⁄4.
(5) MANZANITA BAND OF MISSION INDIANS.—

Lands to be held in trust for the Manzanita
Band of Mission Indians are comprised of ap-
proximately 1,000.78 acres described as fol-
lows:

San Bernardino Base and Meridian
Township 16 South, Range 6 East

Section 21:
Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, S1⁄2.
Section 25:
Lots 2 and 5.
Section 28:
Lots, 1, 2, 3, and 4, N1⁄2SE1⁄4.
(6) MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS.—

Lands to be held in trust for the Morongo
Band of Mission Indians are comprised of ap-
proximately 40 acres described as follows:

San Bernardino Base and Meridian
Township 3 South, Range 2 East

Section 20:
NW1⁄4 of NE1⁄4.
(7) PALA BAND OF MISSION INDIANS.—Lands

to be held in trust for the Pala Band of Mis-
sion Indians are comprised of approximately
59.20 acres described as follows:

San Bernardino Base and Meridian
Township 9 South, Range 2 West

Section 13, Lot 1, and Section 14, Lots 1, 2,
3.

(8) FORT BIDWELL COMMUNITY OF PAIUTE IN-
DIANS.—Lands to be held in trust for the Fort
Bidwell Community of Paiute Indians are
comprised of approximately 299.04 acres de-
scribed as follows:

Mount Diablo Base and Meridian
Township 46 North, Range 16 East

Section 8:
SW1⁄4SW1⁄4.
Section 19:
Lots 5, 6, 7.
S1⁄2NE1⁄4, SE1⁄4NW1⁄4, NE1⁄4SE1⁄4.
Section 20:
Lot 1.

SEC. 903. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.
(a) PROCEEDS FROM RENTS AND ROYALTIES

TRANSFERRED TO INDIANS.—Amounts which
accrue to the United States after the date of
the enactment of this Act from sales, bo-
nuses, royalties, and rentals relating to any
land described in section 902 shall be avail-
able for use or obligation, in such manner
and for such purposes as the Secretary may
approve, by the tribe, band, or group of Indi-
ans for whose benefit such land is taken into
trust.

(b) NOTICE OF CANCELLATION OF GRAZING
PREFERENCES.—Grazing preferences on lands
described in section 902 shall terminate 2
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) LAWS GOVERNING LANDS TO BE HELD IN
TRUST.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any lands which are to be
held in trust for the benefit of any tribe,
band, or group of Indians pursuant to this
Act shall be added to the existing reserva-
tion of the tribe, band, or group, and the offi-
cial boundaries of the reservation shall be
modified accordingly.

(2) APPLICABILITY OF LAWS OF THE UNITED
STATES.—The lands referred to in paragraph
(1) shall be subject to the laws of the United
States relating to Indian land in the same
manner and to the same extent as other
lands held in trust for such tribe, band, or
group on the day before the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

TITLE X—NATIVE AMERICAN
HOMEOWNERSHIP

SEC. 1001. LANDS TITLE REPORT COMMISSION.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to sums being

provided in advance in appropriations Acts,
there is established a Commission to be
known as the Lands Title Report Commis-
sion (hereafter in this section referred to as
the ‘‘Commission’’) to facilitate home loan
mortgages on Indian trust lands. The Com-
mission will be subject to oversight by the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs of the Senate.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Commission shall

be composed of 12 members, appointed not
later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act as follows:

(A) Four members shall be appointed by
the President.

(B) Four members shall be appointed by
the chairperson of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services of the House of
Representatives.

(C) Four members shall be appointed by
the chairperson of the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Sen-
ate.

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—
(A) MEMBERS OF TRIBES.—At all times, not

less than 8 of the members of the Commis-
sion shall be members of federally recognized
Indian tribes.

(B) EXPERIENCE IN LAND TITLE MATTERS.—
All members of the Commission shall have
experience in and knowledge of land title
matters relating to Indian trust lands.
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(3) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the

Commission shall be one of the members of
the Commission appointed under paragraph
(1)(C), as elected by the members of the Com-
mission.

(4) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy on the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers, but shall
be filled in the manner in which the original
appointment was made.

(5) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Members of the
Commission shall serve without pay, but
each member shall receive travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in
accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of
title 5, United States Code.

(c) INITIAL MEETING.—The Chairperson of
the Commission shall call the initial meet-
ing of the Commission. Such meeting shall
be held within 30 days after the Chairperson
of the Commission determines that sums suf-
ficient for the Commission to carry out its
duties under this Act have been appropriated
for such purpose.

(d) DUTIES.—The Commission shall analyze
the system of the Bureau of Indian Affairs of
the Department of the Interior for maintain-
ing land ownership records and title docu-
ments and issuing certified title status re-
ports relating to Indian trust lands and, pur-
suant to such analysis, determine how best
to improve or replace the system—

(1) to ensure prompt and accurate re-
sponses to requests for title status reports;

(2) to eliminate any backlog of requests for
title status reports; and

(3) to ensure that the administration of the
system will not in any way impair or restrict
the ability of Native Americans to obtain
conventional loans for purchase of residences
located on Indian trust lands, including any
actions necessary to ensure that the system
will promptly be able to meet future de-
mands for certified title status reports, tak-
ing into account the anticipated complexity
and volume of such requests.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than the date of the
termination of the Commission under sub-
section (h), the Commission shall submit a
report to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate describ-
ing the analysis and determinations made
pursuant to subsection (d).

(f) POWERS.—
(1) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Commis-

sion may, for the purpose of carrying out
this section, hold hearings, sit and act at
times and places, take testimony, and re-
ceive evidence as the Commission considers
appropriate.

(2) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the Commission, the head of any
Federal department or agency may detail, on
a reimbursable basis, any of the personnel of
that department or agency to the Commis-
sion to assist it in carrying out its duties
under this section.

(3) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Com-
mission may secure directly from any de-
partment or agency of the United States in-
formation necessary to enable it to carry out
this section. Upon request of the Chairperson
of the Commission, the head of that depart-
ment or agency shall furnish that informa-
tion to the Commission.

(4) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
Upon the request of the Commission, the Ad-
ministrator of General Services shall provide
to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis,
the administrative support services nec-
essary for the Commission to carry out its
duties under this section.

(6) STAFF.—The Commission may appoint
personnel as it considers appropriate, subject
to the provisions of title 5, United States
Code, governing appointments in the com-
petitive service, and shall pay such personnel
in accordance with the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of that
title relating to classification and General
Schedule pay rates.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—To
carry out this section, there is authorized to
be appropriated $500,000. Such sums shall re-
main available until expended.

(h) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
terminate 1 year after the date of the initial
meeting of the Commission.
SEC. 1002. LOAN GUARANTEES.

Section 184(i) of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C.
1715z–13a(i)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON OUTSTANDING AGGRE-
GATE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT.—Subject to the lim-
itations in subparagraphs (A) and (B), the
Secretary may enter into commitments to
guarantee loans under this section in each
fiscal year with an aggregate outstanding
principal amount not exceeding such amount
as may be provided in appropriation Acts for
such fiscal year.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘each of
fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001’’
and inserting ‘‘each fiscal year’’.
SEC. 1003. NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING ASSIST-

ANCE.
(a) RESTRICTION ON WAIVER AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(b)(2) of the

Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4111(b)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘if the Sec-
retary’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod at the end and inserting the following:
‘‘for a period of not more than 90 days, if the
Secretary determines that an Indian tribe
has not complied with, or is unable to com-
ply with, those requirements due to exigent
circumstances beyond the control of the In-
dian tribe.’’.

(2) LOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT.—Sec-
tion 101(c) of the Native American Housing
Assistance and Self-Determination Act of
1996 (25 U.S.C. 4111(c)) is amended by adding
at the end the following: ‘‘The Secretary
may waive the requirements of this sub-
section and subsection (d) if the recipient
has made a good faith effort to fulfill the re-
quirements of this subsection and subsection
(d) and agrees to make payments in lieu of
taxes to the appropriate taxing authority in
an amount consistent with the requirements
of subsection (d)(2) until such time as the
matter of making such payments has been
resolved in accordance with subsection (d).’’.

(b) ASSISTANCE TO FAMILIES THAT ARE NOT
LOW-INCOME.—Section 102(c) of the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4112(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) CERTAIN FAMILIES.—With respect to as-
sistance provided under section 201(b)(2) by a
recipient to Indian families that are not low-
income families, evidence that there is a
need for housing for each such family during
that period that cannot reasonably be met
without such assistance.’’.

(c) ELIMINATION OF WAIVER AUTHORITY FOR
SMALL TRIBES.—Section 102 of the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4112) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (f); and
(2) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub-

section (f).
(d) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.—Section

105 of the Native American Housing Assist-

ance and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25
U.S.C. 4115) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(d) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.—The
Secretary may waive the requirements under
this section if the Secretary determines that
a failure on the part of a recipient to comply
with provisions of this section—

‘‘(1) will not frustrate the goals of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4331 et seq.) or any other provision of
law that furthers the goals of that Act;

‘‘(2) does not threaten the health or safety
of the community involved by posing an im-
mediate or long-term hazard to residents of
that community;

‘‘(3) is a result of inadvertent error, includ-
ing an incorrect or incomplete certification
provided under subsection (c)(1); and

‘‘(4) may be corrected through the sole ac-
tion of the recipient.’’.

(e) ELIGIBILITY OF LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFI-
CERS FOR HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—Section
201(b) of the Native American Housing As-
sistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996
(25 U.S.C. 4131(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (4)’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)
as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(4) LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS.—A recipi-
ent may provide housing or housing assist-
ance provided through affordable housing ac-
tivities assisted with grant amounts under
this Act for a law enforcement officer on an
Indian reservation or other Indian area, if—

‘‘(A) the officer—
‘‘(i) is employed on a full-time basis by the

Federal Government or a State, county, or
lawfully recognized tribal government; and

‘‘(ii) in implementing such full-time em-
ployment, is sworn to uphold, and make ar-
rests for, violations of Federal, State, coun-
ty, or tribal law; and

‘‘(B) the recipient determines that the
presence of the law enforcement officer on
the Indian reservation or other Indian area
may deter crime.’’.

(f) OVERSIGHT.—
(1) REPAYMENT.—Section 209 of the Native

American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4139) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 209. NONCOMPLIANCE WITH AFFORDABLE

HOUSING REQUIREMENT.
‘‘If a recipient uses grant amounts to pro-

vide affordable housing under this title, and
at any time during the useful life of the
housing the recipient does not comply with
the requirement under section 205(a)(2), the
Secretary shall take appropriate action
under section 401(a).’’.

(2) AUDITS AND REVIEWS.—Section 405 of the
Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4165) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 405. REVIEW AND AUDIT BY SECRETARY.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS UNDER CHAPTER 75 OF
TITLE 31, UNITED STATES CODE.—An entity
designated by an Indian tribe as a housing
entity shall be treated, for purposes of chap-
ter 75 of title 31, United States Code, as a
non-Federal entity that is subject to the
audit requirements that apply to non-Fed-
eral entities under that chapter.

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL REVIEWS AND AUDITS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any audit

or review under subsection (a), to the extent
the Secretary determines such action to be
appropriate, the Secretary may conduct an
audit or review of a recipient in order to—

‘‘(A) determine whether the recipient—
‘‘(i) has carried out—
‘‘(I) eligible activities in a timely manner;

and
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‘‘(II) eligible activities and certification in

accordance with this Act and other applica-
ble law;

‘‘(ii) has a continuing capacity to carry out
eligible activities in a timely manner; and

‘‘(iii) is in compliance with the Indian
housing plan of the recipient; and

‘‘(B) verify the accuracy of information
contained in any performance report sub-
mitted by the recipient under section 404.

‘‘(2) ON-SITE VISITS.—To the extent prac-
ticable, the reviews and audits conducted
under this subsection shall include on-site
visits by the appropriate official of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

‘‘(c) REVIEW OF REPORTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide each recipient that is the subject of a
report made by the Secretary under this sec-
tion notice that the recipient may review
and comment on the report during a period
of not less than 30 days after the date on
which notice is issued under this paragraph.

‘‘(2) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—After taking
into consideration any comments of the re-
cipient under paragraph (1), the Secretary—

‘‘(A) may revise the report; and
‘‘(B) not later than 30 days after the date

on which those comments are received, shall
make the comments and the report (with
any revisions made under subparagraph (A))
readily available to the public.

‘‘(d) EFFECT OF REVIEWS.—Subject to sec-
tion 401(a), after reviewing the reports and
audits relating to a recipient that are sub-
mitted to the Secretary under this section,
the Secretary may adjust the amount of a
grant made to a recipient under this Act in
accordance with the findings of the Sec-
retary with respect to those reports and au-
dits.’’.

(g) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—Section
302(d)(1) of the Native American Housing As-
sistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996
(25 U.S.C. 4152(d)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The formula,’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except with respect to
an Indian tribe described in subparagraph
(B), the formula’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) CERTAIN INDIAN TRIBES.—With respect

to fiscal year 2001 and each fiscal year there-
after, for any Indian tribe with an Indian
housing authority that owns or operates
fewer than 250 public housing units, the for-
mula shall provide that if the amount pro-
vided for a fiscal year in which the total
amount made available for assistance under
this Act is equal to or greater than the
amount made available for fiscal year 1996
for assistance for the operation and mod-
ernization of the public housing referred to
in subparagraph (A), then the amount pro-
vided to that Indian tribe as modernization
assistance shall be equal to the average an-
nual amount of funds provided to the Indian
tribe (other than funds provided as emer-
gency assistance) under the assistance pro-
gram under section 14 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437l) for the
period beginning with fiscal year 1992 and
ending with fiscal year 1997.’’.

(h) HEARING REQUIREMENT.—Section 401(a)
of the Native American Housing Assistance
and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4161(a)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec-
tively, and realigning such subparagraphs (as
so redesignated) so as to be indented 4 ems
from the left margin;

(2) by striking ‘‘Except as provided’’ and
inserting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘If the Secretary takes an
action under paragraph (1), (2), or (3)’’ and
inserting the following:

‘‘(2) CONTINUANCE OF ACTIONS.—If the Sec-
retary takes an action under subparagraph
(A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (1)’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN ACTIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this subsection, if the Sec-
retary makes a determination that the fail-
ure of a recipient of assistance under this
Act to comply substantially with any mate-
rial provision (as that term is defined by the
Secretary) of this Act is resulting, and would
continue to result, in a continuing expendi-
ture of Federal funds in a manner that is not
authorized by law, the Secretary may take
an action described in paragraph (1)(C) be-
fore conducting a hearing.

‘‘(B) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENT.—If the
Secretary takes an action described in sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall—

‘‘(i) provide notice to the recipient at the
time that the Secretary takes that action;
and

‘‘(ii) conduct a hearing not later than 60
days after the date on which the Secretary
provides notice under clause (i).

‘‘(C) DETERMINATION.—Upon completion of
a hearing under this paragraph, the Sec-
retary shall make a determination regarding
whether to continue taking the action that
is the subject of the hearing, or take another
action under this subsection.’’.

(i) PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT TIME LIMIT.—
Section 401(b) of the Native American Hous-
ing Assistance and Self-Determination Act
of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4161(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘If the Secretary’’ and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘(1) is not’’ and inserting

the following:
‘‘(A) is not’’;
(3) by striking ‘‘(2) is a result’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(B) is a result’’;
(4) in the flush material following para-

graph (1)(B), as redesignated by paragraph (3)
of this subsection—

(A) by realigning such material so as to be
indented 2 ems from the left margin; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: ‘‘, if the recipient enters
into a performance agreement with the Sec-
retary that specifies the compliance objec-
tives that the recipient will be required to
achieve by the termination date of the per-
formance agreement’’; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—The period

of a performance agreement described in
paragraph (1) shall be for 1 year.

‘‘(3) REVIEW.—Upon the termination of a
performance agreement entered into under
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall review the
performance of the recipient that is a party
to the agreement.

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF REVIEW.—If, on the basis of
a review under paragraph (3), the Secretary
determines that the recipient—

‘‘(A) has made a good faith effort to meet
the compliance objectives specified in the
agreement, the Secretary may enter into an
additional performance agreement for the
period specified in paragraph (2); and

‘‘(B) has failed to make a good faith effort
to meet applicable compliance objectives,
the Secretary shall determine the recipient
to have failed to comply substantially with
this Act, and the recipient shall be subject to
an action under subsection (a).’’.

(j) LABOR STANDARDS.—Section 104(b) of
the Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4114(b) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Davis-
Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. 276a–276a–5)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Act of March 3, 1931 (commonly known
as the Davis-Bacon Act; chapter 411; 46 Stat.
1494; 40 U.S.C 276a et seq.)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(3) APPLICATION OF TRIBAL LAWS.—Para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any contract or
agreement for assistance, sale, or lease pur-
suant to this Act, if such contract or agree-
ment is otherwise covered by one or more
laws or regulations adopted by an Indian
tribe that requires the payment of not less
than prevailing wages, as determined by the
Indian tribe.’’.

(k) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—Section 1(b) of the
Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4101
note) is amended in the table of contents—

(A) by striking the item relating to section
206; and

(B) by striking the item relating to section
209 and inserting the following:

‘‘209. Noncompliance with affordable housing
requirement.’’.

(2) CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH SUB-
SIDY LAYERING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 206 of
the Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4136) is repealed.

(3) TERMINATIONS.—Section 502(a) of the
Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C.
4181(a)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘Any housing that is the subject
of a contract for tenant-based assistance be-
tween the Secretary and an Indian housing
authority that is terminated under this sec-
tion shall, for the following fiscal year and
each fiscal year thereafter, be considered to
be a dwelling unit under section 302(b)(1).’’.

TITLE XI—INDIAN EMPLOYMENT,
TRAINING AND RELATED SERVICES

SEC. 1101. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Indian Em-

ployment, Training, and Related Services
Demonstration Act Amendments of 2000’’.
SEC. 1102. FINDINGS, PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organi-

zations that have participated in carrying
out programs under the Indian Employment,
Training, and Related Services Demonstra-
tion Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.) have—

(A) improved the effectiveness of employ-
ment-related services provided by those
tribes and organizations to their members;

(B) enabled more Indian and Alaska Native
people to prepare for and secure employ-
ment;

(C) assisted in transitioning tribal mem-
bers from welfare to work; and

(D) otherwise demonstrated the value of
integrating employment, training, education
and related services.

(E) the initiatives under the Indian Em-
ployment, Training, and Related Services
Demonstration Act of 1992 should be
strengthened by ensuring that all Federal
programs that emphasize the value of work
may be included within a demonstration pro-
gram of an Indian or Alaska Native organiza-
tion; and

(F) the initiatives under the Indian Em-
ployment, Training, and Related Services
Demonstration Act of 1992 should have the
benefit of the support and attention of the
officials with policymaking authority of—

(i) the Department of the Interior; or
(ii) other Federal agencies that administer

programs covered by the Indian Employ-
ment, Training, and Related Services Dem-
onstration Act of 1992.
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(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title

are to demonstrate how Indian tribal govern-
ments can integrate the employment, train-
ing, and related services they provide in
order to improve the effectiveness of those
services, reduce joblessness in Indian com-
munities, foster economic development on
Indian lands, and serve tribally-determined
goals consistent with the policies of self-de-
termination and self-governance.
SEC. 1103. AMENDMENTS TO THE INDIAN EM-

PLOYMENT, TRAINING AND RE-
LATED SERVICES DEMONSTRATION
ACT OF 1992.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of the Indian
Employment, Training, and Related Services
Demonstration Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3402) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(3) as paragraphs (2) through (4), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) the
following:

‘‘(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘federal
agency’ has the same meaning given the
term ‘agency’ in section 551(1) of title 5,
United States Code.’’.

(b) PROGRAMS AFFECTED.—Section 5 of
the Indian Employment, Training, and Re-
lated Services Demonstration Act of 1992 (25
U.S.C. 3404) is amended by striking ‘‘job
training, tribal work experience, employ-
ment opportunities, or skill development, or
any program designed for the enhancement
of job opportunities or employment train-
ing’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘assisting
Indian youth and adults to succeed in the
workforce, encouraging self-sufficiency, fa-
miliarizing Indian Youth and adults with the
world of work, facilitating the creation of
job opportunities and any services related to
these activities’’.

(c) PLAN REVIEW.—Section 7 of the Indian
Employment, Training, and Related Services
Demonstration Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3406) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Federal department’’ and
inserting ‘‘Federal agency’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘Federal departmental’’ and
inserting ‘‘Federal agency’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘department’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘agency’’; and

(4) in the third sentence, by inserting
‘‘statutory requirement,’’, after ‘‘to waive
any’’.

(d) PLAN APPROVAL.—Section 8 of the In-
dian Employment, Training, and Related
Services Demonstration Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C.
3407) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting before
the period at the end the following; ‘‘, in-
cluding any request for a waiver that is
made as part of the plan submitted by the
tribal government’’; and

(2) in the second sentence, by inserting be-
fore the period at the end the following: ‘‘,
including reconsidering the disapproval of
any waiver requested by the Indian tribe’’.

(e) JOB CREATION ACTIVITIES AUTHOR-
IZED.—Section 9 of the Indian Employment,
Training, and Related Services Demonstra-
tion Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3407) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
‘‘The plan submitted’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) JOB CREATION OPPORTUNITIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provisions of law, including any re-
quirement of a program that is integrated
under a plan under this Act, a tribal govern-
ment may use a percentage of the funds
made available under this Act (as deter-
mined under paragraph (2)) for the creation
of employment opportunities, including pro-
viding private sector training placement
under section 10.

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF PERCENTAGE.—The
percentage of funds that a tribal government

may use under this subsection is the greater
of—

‘‘(A) the rate of unemployment in the serv-
ice area of the tribe up to a maximum of 25
percent; or

‘‘(B) 10 percent.
‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—The funds used for an

expenditure described in subsection (a) may
only include funds made available to the In-
dian tribe by a Federal agency under a statu-
tory or administrative formula.’’.
SEC. 1104. REPORT ON EXPANDING THE OPPOR-

TUNITIES FOR PROGRAM INTEGRA-
TION.

Not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this title, the Secretary, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services, the
Secretary of Labor, and the tribes and orga-
nizations participating in the integration
initiative under this title shall submit a re-
port to the Committee on Indian Affairs of
the Senate and the Committee on Resources
of the House of Representatives on the op-
portunities for expanding the integration of
human resource development and economic
development programs under this title, and
the feasibility of establishing Joint Funding
Agreements to authorize tribes to access and
coordinated funds and resources from var-
ious agencies for purposes of human re-
sources development, physical infrastructure
development, and economic development as-
sistance in general. Such report shall iden-
tify programs or activities which might be
integrated and make recommendations for
the removal of any statutory or other bar-
riers to such integration.
TITLE XII—NAVAJO NATION TRUST LAND

LEASING
SEC. 1201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Navajo
Nation Trust Land Leasing Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 1202. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND DEC-

LARATION OF PURPOSES.
(a) FINDINGS.—Recognizing the special

relationship between the United States and
the Navajo Nation and its members, and the
Federal responsibility to the Navajo people,
Congress finds that—

(1) the third clause of section 8, Article I of
the United States Constitution provides that
‘‘The Congress shall have Power . . to regu-
late Commerce . . with Indian tribes’’, and,
through this and other constitutional au-
thority, Congress has plenary power over In-
dian affairs;

(2) Congress, through statutes, treaties,
and the general course of dealing with Indian
tribes, has assumed the responsibility for the
protection and preservation of Indian tribes
and their resources;

(3) the United States has a trust obligation
to guard and preserve the sovereignty of In-
dian tribes in order to foster strong tribal
governments, Indian self-determination, and
economic self-sufficiency;

(4) pursuant to the first section of the Act
of August 9, 1955 (25 U.S.C. 415), Congress
conferred upon the Secretary of the Interior
the power to promulgate regulations gov-
erning tribal leases and to approve tribal
leases for tribes according to regulations
promulgated by the Secretary;

(5) the Secretary has promulgated the reg-
ulations described in paragraph (4) at part
162 of title 25, Code of Federal Regulations;

(6) the requirement that the Secretary ap-
prove leases for the development of Navajo
trust lands has added a level of review and
regulation that does not apply to the devel-
opment of non-Indian land; and

(7) in the global economy of the 21st cen-
tury, it is crucial that individual leases of
Navajo trust lands not be subject to Secre-
tarial approval and that the Navajo Nation
be able to make immediate decisions over
the use of Navajo trust lands.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title
are as follows:

(1) To establish a streamlined process for
the Navajo Nation to lease trust lands with-
out having to obtain the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Interior of individual leases, ex-
cept leases for exploration, development, or
extraction of any mineral resources.

(2) To authorize the Navajo Nation, pursu-
ant to tribal regulations, which must be ap-
proved by the Secretary, to lease Navajo
trust lands without the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Interior of the individual
leases, except leases for exploration, develop-
ment, or extraction of any mineral re-
sources.

(3) To revitalize the distressed Navajo Res-
ervation by promoting political self-deter-
mination, and encouraging economic self-
sufficiency, including economic development
that increases productivity and the standard
of living for members of the Navajo Nation.

(4) To maintain, strengthen, and protect
the Navajo Nation’s leasing power over Nav-
ajo trust lands.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’

has the meaning given such term in section
4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)).

(2) NAVAJO NATION.—The term ‘‘Navajo Na-
tion’’ means the Navajo Nation government
that is in existence on the date of enactment
of this Act.

(3) TRIBAL REGULATIONS.—The term ‘‘tribal
regulations’’ means the Navajo Nation regu-
lations as enacted by the Navajo Nation
Council or its standing committees and ap-
proved by the Secretary.
SEC. 1203. LEASE OF RESTRICTED LANDS FOR

THE NAVAJO NATION.
The first section of the Act of August 9,

1955 (25 U.S.C. 415) is amended—
(1) in subsection (d)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at

the end;
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period

and inserting a semicolon; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) the term ‘individually owned Navajo

Indian allotted lands’ means Navajo Indian
allotted land that is owned by 1 or more indi-
viduals located within the Navajo Nation;

‘‘(4) the term ‘Navajo Nation’ means the
Navajo Nation government that is in exist-
ence on the date of enactment of this Act;

‘‘(5) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior; and

‘‘(6) the term ‘tribal regulations’ means
the Navajo Nation regulations as enacted by
the Navajo Nation Council or its standing
committees and approved by the Sec-
retary.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(e)(1) Any leases by the Navajo Nation for

purposes authorized under subsection (a), ex-
cept a lease for the exploration, develop-
ment, or extraction of any mineral re-
sources, shall not require the approval of the
Secretary if the term of the lease does not
exceed 75 years (including options to renew),
and the lease is executed under tribal regula-
tions that are approved by the Secretary
under this subsection.

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to indi-
vidually owned Navajo Indian allotted land
located within the Navajo Nation.

‘‘(3) The Secretary shall have the author-
ity to approve or disapprove tribal regula-
tions required under paragraph (1). The Sec-
retary shall not have approval authority
over individual leases of Navajo trust lands,
except for the exploration, development, or
extraction of any mineral resources. The
Secretary shall perform the duties of the
Secretary under this subsection in the best
interest of the Navajo Nation.

‘‘(4) If the Navajo Nation has executed a
lease pursuant to tribal regulations required
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under paragraph (1), the United states shall
not be liable for losses sustained by any
party to such lease, including the Navajo Na-
tion, except that—

‘‘(A) the Secretary shall continue to have a
trust obligation to ensure that the rights of
the Navajo Nation are protected in the event
of a violation of the terms of any lease by
any other party to such lease, including the
right to cancel the lease if requested by the
Navajo Nation; and

‘‘(B) nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to absolve the United States from
any responsibility to the Navajo Nation, in-
cluding responsibilities that derive from the
trust relationship and from any treaties, Ex-
ecutive orders, or agreements between the
United States and the Navajo Nation, except
as otherwise specifically provided in this
subsection.’’.

TITLE XIII—AMERICAN INDIAN
EDUCATION FOUNDATION

SEC. 1301. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘American

Indian Education Foundation Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 1302. ESTABLISHMENT OF AMERICAN IN-

DIAN EDUCATION FOUNDATION.
The Indian Self-Determination and Edu-

cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘TITLE V—AMERICAN INDIAN EDUCATION
FOUNDATION

‘‘SEC. 501. AMERICAN INDIAN EDUCATION FOUN-
DATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable
after the date of the enactment of this title,
the Secretary of the Interior shall establish,
under the laws of the District of Columbia
and in accordance with this title, the Amer-
ican Indian Education Foundation.

‘‘(b) PERPETUAL EXISTENCE.—Except as
otherwise provided, the Foundation shall
have perpetual existence.

‘‘(c) NATURE OF CORPORATION.—The Foun-
dation shall be a charitable and nonprofit
federally chartered corporation and shall not
be an agency or instrumentality of the
United States.

‘‘(d) PLACE OF INCORPORATION AND DOMI-
CILE.—The Foundation shall be incorporated
and domiciled in the District of Columbia.

‘‘(e) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Foun-
dation shall be—

‘‘(1) to encourage, accept, and administer
private gifts of real and personal property or
any income therefrom or other interest
therein for the benefit of, or in support of,
the mission of the Office of Indian Education
Programs of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (or
its successor office);

‘‘(2) to undertake and conduct such other
activities as will further the educational op-
portunities of American Indians who attend
a Bureau funded school; and

‘‘(3) to participate with, and otherwise as-
sist, Federal, State, and tribal governments,
agencies, entities, and individuals in under-
taking and conducting activities that will
further the educational opportunities of
American Indians attending Bureau funded
schools.

‘‘(f) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board of Directors

shall be the governing body of the Founda-
tion. The Board may exercise, or provide for
the exercise of, the powers of the Founda-
tion.

‘‘(2) SELECTION.—The number of members
of the Board, the manner of their selection
(including the filling of vacancies), and their
terms of office shall be as provided in the
constitution and bylaws of the Foundation.
However, the Board shall have at least 11
members, 2 of whom shall be the Secretary
and the Assistant Secretary of the Interior

for Indian Affairs, who shall serve as ex offi-
cio nonvoting members, and the initial vot-
ing members of the Board shall be appointed
by the Secretary not later than 6 months
after the date that the Foundation is estab-
lished and shall have staggered terms (as de-
termined by the Secretary).

‘‘(3) QUALIFICATION.—The members of the
Board shall be United States citizens who
are knowledgeable or experienced in Amer-
ican Indian education and shall, to the ex-
tent practicable, represent diverse points of
view relating to the education of American
Indians.

‘‘(4) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Board
shall not receive compensation for their
services as members, but shall be reimbursed
for actual and necessary travel and subsist-
ence expenses incurred by them in the per-
formance of the duties of the Foundation.

‘‘(g) OFFICERS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The officers of the Foun-

dation shall be a secretary, elected from
among the members of the Board, and any
other officers provided for in the constitu-
tion and bylaws of the Foundation.

‘‘(2) SECRETARY OF FOUNDATION.—The sec-
retary shall serve, at the direction of the
Board, as its chief operating officer and shall
be knowledgeable and experienced in matters
relating to education in general and edu-
cation of American Indians in particular.

‘‘(3) ELECTION.—The manner of election,
term of office, and duties of the officers shall
be as provided in the constitution and by-
laws of the Foundation.

‘‘(h) POWERS.—The Foundation—
‘‘(1) shall adopt a constitution and bylaws

for the management of its property and the
regulation of its affairs, which may be
amended;

‘‘(2) may adopt and alter a corporate seal;
‘‘(3) may make contracts, subject to the

limitations of this Act;
‘‘(4) may acquire (through a gift or other-

wise), own, lease, encumber, and transfer
real or personal property as necessary or
convenient to carry out the purposes of the
Foundation;

‘‘(5) may sue and be sued; and
‘‘(6) may perform any other act necessary

and proper to carry out the purposes of the
Foundation.

‘‘(i) PRINCIPAL OFFICE.—The principal of-
fice of the Foundation shall be in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. However, the activities of
the Foundation may be conducted, and of-
fices may be maintained, throughout the
United States in accordance with the con-
stitution and bylaws of the Foundation.

‘‘(j) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—The Foundation
shall comply with the law on service of proc-
ess of each State in which it is incorporated
and of each State in which the Foundation
carries on activities.

‘‘(k) LIABILITY OF OFFICERS AND AGENTS.—
The Foundation shall be liable for the acts of
its officers and agents acting within the
scope of their authority. Members of the
Board are personally liable only for gross
negligence in the performance of their du-
ties.

‘‘(l) RESTRICTIONS.—
‘‘(1) LIMITATION ON SPENDING.—Beginning

with the fiscal year following the first full
fiscal year during which the Foundation is in
operation, the administrative costs of the
Foundation may not exceed 10 percent of the
sum of—

‘‘(A) the amounts transferred to the Foun-
dation under subsection (m) during the pre-
ceding fiscal year; and

‘‘(B) donations received from private
sources during the preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(2) APPOINTMENT AND HIRING.—The ap-
pointment of officers and employees of the
Foundation shall be subject to the avail-
ability of funds.

‘‘(3) STATUS.—Members of the Board, and
the officers, employees, and agents of the
Foundation are not, by reason of their asso-
ciation with the Foundation, officers, em-
ployees, or agents of the United States.

‘‘(m) TRANSFER OF DONATED FUNDS.—The
Secretary may transfer to the Foundation
funds held by the Department of the Interior
under the Act of February 14, 1931 (25 U.S.C.
451), if the transfer or use of such funds is
not prohibited by any term under which the
funds were donated.

‘‘(n) AUDITS.—The Foundation shall com-
ply with the audit requirements set forth in
section 10101 of title 36, United States Code,
as if it were a corporation in part B of sub-
title II of that title.
‘‘SEC. 502. ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES AND SUP-

PORT.
‘‘(a) PROVISION OF SUPPORT BY SEC-

RETARY.—Subject to subsection (b), during
the 5-year period beginning on the date that
the Foundation is established, the
Secretary—

‘‘(1) may provide personnel, facilities, and
other administrative support services to the
Foundation;

‘‘(2) may provide funds to reimburse the
travel expenses of the members of the Board
under section 501; and

‘‘(3) shall require and accept reimburse-
ments from the Foundation for any—

‘‘(A) services provided under paragraph (1);
and

‘‘(B) funds provided under paragraph (2).
‘‘(b) REIMBURSEMENTT.—Reimbursements

accepted under subsection (a)(3) shall be de-
posited in the Treasury to the credit of the
appropriations then current and chargeable
for the cost of providing services described in
subsection (a)(1) and the travel expenses de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2).

‘‘(c) CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN SERVICES.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
section, the Secretary may continue to pro-
vide facilities and necessary support services
to the Foundation after the termination of
the 5-year period specified in subsection (a),
on a space available, reimbursable cost basis.
‘‘SEC. 503. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For the purposes of this title—
‘‘(1) the term ‘Bureau funded school’ has

the meaning given that term in title XI of
the Education Amendments of 1978;

‘‘(2) the term ‘Foundation’ means the
Foundation established by the Secretary
pursuant to section 501; and

‘‘(3) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior.’’.

TITLE XIV—GRATON RANCHERIA
RESTORATION

SEC. 1401. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Graton

Rancheria Restoration Act’’.
SEC. 1402. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that in their 1997 Re-
port to Congress, the Advisory Council on
California Indian Policy specifically rec-
ommended the immediate legislative res-
toration of the Graton Rancheria.
SEC. 1403. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:
(1) The term ‘‘Tribe’’ means the Indians of

the Graton Rancheria of California.
(2) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-

retary of the Interior.
(3) The term ‘‘Interim Tribal Council’’

means the governing body of the Tribe speci-
fied in section 1407.

(4) The term ‘‘member’’ means an indi-
vidual who meets the membership criteria
under section 1406(b).

(5) The term ‘‘State’’ means the State of
California.

(6) The term ‘‘reservation’’ means those
lands acquired and held in trust by the Sec-
retary for the benefit of the Tribe.
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(7) The term ‘‘service area’’ means the

counties of Marin and Sonoma, in the State
of California.
SEC. 1404. RESTORATION OF FEDERAL RECOGNI-

TION, RIGHTS, AND PRIVILEGES.
(a) FEDERAL RECOGNITION.—Federal rec-

ognition is hereby restored to the Tribe. Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this title, all
laws and regulations of general application
to Indians and nations, tribes, or bands of In-
dians that are not inconsistent with any spe-
cific provision of this title shall be applica-
ble to the Tribe and its members.

(b) RESTORATION OF RIGHTS AND PRIVI-
LEGES.—Except as provided in subsection (d),
all rights and privileges of the Tribe and its
members under any Federal treaty, Execu-
tive order, agreement, or statute, or under
any other authority which were diminished
or lost under the Act of August 18, 1958 (Pub-
lic Law 85–671; 72 Stat. 619), are hereby re-
stored, and the provisions of such Act shall
be inapplicable to the Tribe and its members
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) FEDERAL SERVICES AND BENEFITS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Without regard to the ex-

istence of a reservation, the Tribe and its
members shall be eligible, on and after the
date of the enactment of this Act for all Fed-
eral services and benefits furnished to feder-
ally recognized Indian tribes or their mem-
bers. For the purposes of Federal services
and benefits available to members of feder-
ally recognized Indian tribes residing on a
reservation, members of the Tribe residing
in the Tribe’s service area shall be deemed to
be residing on a reservation.

(2) RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.—The eligi-
bility for or receipt of services and benefits
under paragraph (1) by a tribe or individual
shall not be considered as income, resources,
or otherwise when determining the eligi-
bility for or computation of any payment or
other benefit to such tribe, individual, or
household under—

(A) any financial aid program of the United
States, including grants and contracts sub-
ject to the Indian Self-Determination Act; or

(B) any other benefit to which such tribe,
household, or individual would otherwise be
entitled under any Federal or federally as-
sisted program.

(d) HUNTING, FISHING, TRAPPING, GATH-
ERING, AND WATER RIGHTS.—Nothing in this
title shall expand, reduce, or affect in any
manner any hunting, fishing, trapping, gath-
ering, or water rights of the Tribe and its
members.

(e) CERTAIN RIGHTS NOT ALTERED.—Except
as specifically provided in this title, nothing
in this title shall alter any property right or
obligation, any contractual right or obliga-
tion, or any obligation for taxes levied.
SEC. 1405. TRANSFER OF LAND TO BE HELD IN

TRUST.
(a) LANDS TO BE TAKEN IN TRUST.—Upon

application by the Tribe, the Secretary shall
accept into trust for the benefit of the Tribe
any real property located in Marin or
Sonoma County, California, for the benefit of
the Tribe after the property is conveyed or
otherwise transferred to the Secretary and
if, at the time of such conveyance or trans-
fer, there are no adverse legal claims to such
property, including outstanding liens, mort-
gages, or taxes.

(b) FORMER TRUST LANDS OF THE GRATON
RANCHERIA.—Subject to the conditions speci-
fied in this section, real property eligible for
trust status under this section shall include
Indian owned fee land held by persons listed
as distributees or dependent members in the
distribution plan approved by the Secretary
on September 17, 1959, or such distributees’
or dependent members’ Indian heirs or suc-
cessors in interest.

(c) LANDS TO BE PART OF RESERVATION.—
Any real property taken into trust for the

benefit of the Tribe pursuant to this title
shall be part of the Tribe’s reservation.

(d) LANDS TO BE NONTAXABLE.—Any real
property taken into trust for the benefit of
the Tribe pursuant to this section shall be
exempt from all local, State, and Federal
taxation as of the date that such land is
transferred to the Secretary.
SEC. 1406. MEMBERSHIP ROLLS.

(a) COMPILATION OF TRIBAL MEMBERSHIP
ROLL.—Not later than 1 year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall, after consultation with the Tribe,
compile a membership roll of the Tribe.

(b) CRITERIA FOR MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) Until a tribal constitution is adopted

under section 1408, an individual shall be
placed on the Graton membership roll if such
individual is living, is not an enrolled mem-
ber of another federally recognized Indian
tribe, and if—

(A) such individual’s name was listed on
the Graton Indian Rancheria distribution
list compiled by the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and approved by the Secretary on September
17, 1959, under Public Law 85–671;

(B) such individual was not listed on the
Graton Indian Rancheria distribution list,
but met the requirements that had to be met
to be listed on the Graton Indian Rancheria
distribution list;

(C) such individual is identified as an In-
dian from the Graton, Marshall, Bodega,
Tomales, or Sebastopol, California, vicini-
ties, in documents prepared by or at the di-
rection of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or in
any other public or California mission
records; or

(D) such individual is a lineal descendant
of an individual, living or dead, identified in
subparagraph (A), (B), or (C).

(2) After adoption of a tribal constitution
under section 1408, such tribal constitution
shall govern membership in the Tribe.

(c) CONCLUSIVE PROOF OF GRATON INDIAN
ANCESTRY.—For the purpose of subsection
(b), the Secretary shall accept any available
evidence establishing Graton Indian ances-
try. The Secretary shall accept as conclusive
evidence of Graton Indian ancestry informa-
tion contained in the census of the Indians
from the Graton, Marshall, Bodega, Tomales,
or Sebastopol, California, vicinities, pre-
pared by or at the direction of Special Indian
Agent John J. Terrell in any other roll or
census of Graton Indians prepared by or at
the direction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and in the Graton Indian Rancheria distribu-
tion list compiled by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs and approved by the Secretary on
September 17, 1959.
SEC. 1407. INTERIM GOVERNMENT.

Until the Tribe ratifies a final constitution
consistent with section 1408, the Tribe’s gov-
erning body shall be an Interim Tribal Coun-
cil. The initial membership of the Interim
Tribal Council shall consist of the members
serving on the date of the enactment of this
Act, who have been elected under the tribal
constitution adopted May 3, 1997. The In-
terim Tribal Council shall continue to oper-
ate in the manner prescribed under such
tribal constitution. Any vacancy on the In-
terim Tribal Council shall be filled by indi-
viduals who meet the membership criteria
set forth in section 1406(b) and who are elect-
ed in the same manner as are Tribal Council
members under the tribal constitution
adopted May 3, 1997.
SEC. 1408. TRIBAL CONSTITUTION.

(a) ELECTION; TIME; PROCEDURE.—After the
compilation of the tribal membership roll
under section 1406(a), upon the written re-
quest of the Interim Tribal Council, the Sec-
retary shall conduct, by secret ballot, an
election for the purpose of ratifying a final
constitution for the Tribe. The election shall

be held consistent with sections 16(c)(1) and
16(c)(2)(A) of the Act of June 18, 1934 (com-
monly known as the Indian Reorganization
Act; 25 U.S.C. 476(c)(1) and 476(c)(2)(A), re-
spectively). Absentee voting shall be per-
mitted regardless of voter residence.

(b) ELECTION OF TRIBAL OFFICIALS; PROCE-
DURES.—Not later than 120 days after the
Tribe ratifies a final constitution under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall conduct an
election by secret ballot for the purpose of
electing tribal officials as provided in such
tribal constitution. Such election shall be
conducted consistent with the procedures
specified in subsection (a) except to the ex-
tent that such procedures conflict with the
tribal constitution.

TITLE XV—CEMETERY SITES AND
HISTORICAL PLACES

SEC. 1501. FINDINGS; DEFINITIONS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) Pursuant to section 14(h)(1) of ANCSA,

the Secretary has the authority to withdraw
and convey to the appropriate regional cor-
poration fee title to existing cemetery sites
and historical places.

(2) Pursuant to section 14(h)(7) of ANCSA,
lands located within a National Forest may
be conveyed for the purposes set forth in sec-
tion 14(h)(1) of ANCSA.

(3) Chugach Alaska Corporation, the Alas-
ka Native Regional Corporation for the Chu-
gach Region, applied to the Secretary for the
conveyance of cemetery sites and historical
places pursuant to section 14(h)(1) of ANCSA
in accordance with the regulations promul-
gated by the Secretary.

(4) Among the applications filed were ap-
plications for historical places at Miners
Lake (AA–41487), Coghill Point (AA–41488),
College Fjord (AA–41489), Point Pakenham
(AA–41490), College Point (AA–41491), Egg Is-
land (AA–41492), and Wingham Island (AA–
41494), which applications were substantively
processed for 13 years and then rejected as
having been untimely filed.

(5) The fulfillment of the intent, purpose,
and promise of ANCSA requires that applica-
tions substantively processed for 13 years
should be accepted as timely, subject only to
a determination that such lands and applica-
tions meet the eligibility criteria for histor-
ical places or cemetery sites, as appropriate,
set forth in the Secretary’s regulations.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
title, the following definitions apply:

(1) ANCSA.—The term ‘‘ANCSA’’ means
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.).

(2) FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘‘Fed-
eral Government’’ means any Federal agency
of the United States.

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.
SEC. 1502. WITHDRAWAL OF LANDS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary shall withdraw from all
forms of appropriation all public lands de-
scribed in the applications identified in sec-
tion 1501(a)(4) of this title.
SEC. 1503. APPLICATION FOR CONVEYANCE OF

WITHDRAWN LANDS.
With respect to lands withdrawn pursuant

to section 1502 of this title, the applications
identified in section 1501(a)(4) of this title
are deemed to have been timely filed. In
processing these applications on the merits,
the Secretary shall incorporate and use any
work done on these applications during the
processing of these applications since 1980.
SEC. 1504. AMENDMENTS.

Chugach Alaska Corporation may amend
any application under section 1503 of this
title in accordance with the rules and regula-
tions generally applicable to amending appli-
cations under section 14(h)(1) of ANCSA.
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SEC. 1505. PROCEDURE FOR EVALUATING APPLI-

CATIONS.
All applications under section 1503 of this

title shall be evaluated in accordance with
the criteria and procedures set forth in the
regulations promulgated by the Secretary as
of the date of the enactment of this title. To
the extent that such criteria and procedures
conflict with any provision of this title, the
provisions of this title shall control.
SEC. 1506. APPLICABILITY.

(a) EFFECT ON ANCSA PROVISIONS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law or of
this title, any conveyance of land to Chu-
gach Alaska Corporation pursuant to this
title shall be charged to and deducted from
the entitlement of Chugach Alaska Corpora-
tion under section 14(h)(8)(A) of ANCSA (43
U.S.C. 1613(h)(8)(A)), and no conveyance
made pursuant to this title shall affect the
distribution of lands to or the entitlement to
land of any Regional Corporation other than
Chugach Alaska Corporation under section
14(h)(8) of ANCSA (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(8)).

(b) NO ENLARGEMENT OF ENTITLEMENT.—
Nothing herein shall be deemed to enlarge
Chugach Alaska Corporation’s entitlement
to subsurface estate under otherwise applica-
ble law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCHUGH). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHERWOOD) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD).

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise today in support of H.R. 5528,
the Omnibus Indian Advancement Act.
In addition to legislation to provide a
suitable facility to house the Sioux Na-
tion Tribal Supreme Court, this omni-
bus bill contains some very important
bills, including H.R. 2820, the Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Commu-
nity Irrigation Works Bill; H.R. 4725,
the Zuni Land Conservation Act
Amendments; S. 3031, the Senate’s In-
dian technical corrections bill; S. 614,
the Indian Employment Training Act;
S. 2665, the Navajo Nation Trust Land
Leasing Act; H.R. 3080, the American
Indian Education Foundation Act; S.
3019, the Shawnee Tribe Status Act of
2000; and S. 400, the Native American
Homeownership Act.

Many of these bills have already been
passed by either this House or the
other body. It is my understanding
that the minority has cleared this bill
and this package has even been cleared
with the other body. I urge my col-
leagues to support this very important
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania has explained the legisla-
tion quite accurately. As he has point-
ed out, most of these pieces of legisla-
tion have passed out of the House or
the Senate. We have worked out a com-
promise with the majority as well as
with the Senate, and I urge my col-
leagues to support this package.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE).

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

The bill I introduced, H.R. 5528, the
Wakpa Sica Reconciliation Place Act,
would provide an authorization of
$18,258,441 for construction of the
Wakpa Sica Reconciliation Place near
Fort Pierre, South Dakota. The build-
ing would house the Sioux Nation Trib-
al Supreme Court and Historical Ar-
chive and Display Center pertaining to
the Sioux Nation, mediation and alter-
native dispute resolution facilities, and
a Sioux Nation Economic Development
Center.

Mr. Speaker, at the suggestion of
Tim Giago, publisher of Lakota Times,
Governor George Mickelson, the late
governor, in 1989 launched what he
called the Year of Reconciliation. Gov-
ernor Mickelson, through the Year of
Reconciliation, called upon the State’s
American Indians and non-Indians to
look past differences and to focus on
issues where there could be agreement.
The dialogue the Year of Reconcili-
ation then led to an extension from a
year to a century of reconciliation in
1991.

The century of reconciliation was
more than good feelings and nice
words. Governor Mickelson was com-
mitted to producing tangible results,
including an Indian rural health care
initiative and programs fostering busi-
ness development on the reservations.

Still, one major issue that impacts
economic development significantly
has yet to be resolved. That is the issue
of civil and criminal legal jurisdiction.
This has long been a thorny issue be-
tween the tribes and State and Federal
governments. The Sioux Nation Tribal
Supreme Court, based out of the Wakpa
Sica Reconciliation Place, would pro-
vide a venue for tribal and nontribal
interests to appeal the decisions of in-
dividual tribal courts. Today, there are
too many uncertainties associated with
investments on reservations. These un-
certainties have led businesses and in-
vestors to look past Indian country
when it comes to establishing a busi-
ness or making investments.

The Sioux Nation Tribal Supreme
Court would act as a Court of Appeals
for legal decisions resulting from ac-
tions occurring within the jurisdiction
of one of the 11 tribes of the Sioux Na-
tion. The bill would not alter criminal
or civil jurisdictions in any way. The
center that would house the Supreme
Court would also contain legal re-
sources, such as a library and law
clerks. Information, knowledge and ex-
pertise then would be available to the
tribes in drafting of ordinances and
making legal decisions, ultimately
bringing uniformity and consistency to
the legal systems for each of the tribes.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the rank-

ing member, and the House majority
leadership for their cooperation in
bringing this bill to the floor as we ap-
proach adjournment. I would also like
to thank the tribal and local interests,
including Bill Fischer, Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe chairman, Michael
Jandreau, and Clarence Skye for their
tireless efforts and so many others in
South Dakota who have helped to
make this bill a reality.

Again, I ask my colleagues to vote in
support of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise and ask for the
House to support the bill before us, H.R. 5528.

The bill I introduced, H.R. 5528, the Wakpa
Sica Reconciliation Place Act, would provide
an authorization of $18,258,441 for construc-
tion of the Wakpa Sica Reconciliation Place
near Fort Pierre, South Dakota. The building
would house the Sioux Nation Tribal Supreme
Court, an historical archive and display center
pertaining to the Sioux Nation, mediation and
alternative dispute resolution facilities, and a
Sioux Nation economic development center.

The concept for the center is the product of
a number of dedicated citizens, both American
Indians and non-Indians, in South Dakota. The
members of the Wakpa Sica Historical Society
have worked for over a decade to develop this
center with each of the 11 tribes of the Sioux
Nation, local governments, chambers of com-
merce, state organizations, South Dakota
Governor William Janklow, and the South Da-
kota congressional delegation.

The history of the Sioux Nation, which in-
cludes the Dakota, Lakota, and Nakota Sioux,
and the State of South Dakota is one that is
probably best described as a work in
progress. As my colleagues may know, the
interactions between the various tribes and
non-Indians have at too many points been
marred by mistrust, misunderstanding, and
mistakes. The tribes and the people of the
state have attempted to bridge the cultural dif-
ferences over the years. Perhaps the most
memorable and most successful was an effort
spearheaded by the late Governor George S.
Mickelson in 1989.

At the suggestion of Tim Giago, publisher of
the Lakota Times, Governor Mickelson
launched what he called the Year of Reconcili-
ation. Governor Mickelson through the Year of
Reconciliation called upon the state’s Amer-
ican Indians and non-Indians to look past dif-
ferences and to focus on issues where there
could be agreement. The dialogue the Year of
Reconciliation then led to an extension from a
year to a Century of Reconciliation in 1991.

The Century of Reconciliation was more
than good feelings and nice words. Governor
Mickelson was committed to producing tan-
gible results, including an Indian rural health
care initiative and programs fostering business
development on the reservations.

Still one major issue that impacts economic
development significantly has yet to be re-
solved. That is the issue of civil and criminal
legal jurisdiction. This has long been a thorny
issue between the tribes and the state and
federal governments.

The Sioux Nation Tribal Supreme Court
based out of the Wakpa Sica Reconciliation
Place would provide a venue for tribal and
non-tribal interests to appeal decisions of indi-
vidual tribal courts.

For purposes of this Act, the Sioux Nation
would be defined as the Cheyenne River
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Sioux Tribe, the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, the
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe, the Lower
Brule Sioux Tribe, the Oglala Sioux Tribe, the
Rosebud Sioux Tribe, the Santee Sioux Tribe,
the Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe, the Spirit
Lake Sioux Tribe, the Standing Rock Sioux
Tribe, and the Yankton Sioux Tribe.

Today, there are too many uncertainties as-
sociated with investments on reservations.
These uncertainties have led businesses and
investors to look past Indian Country when it
comes to establishing a business or making
investments.

The Sioux Nation Tribal Supreme Court
would act as a court of appeals for legal deci-
sions resulting from actions occurring within
the jurisdiction of one of the 11 tribes of the
Sioux Nation. The bill would not alter criminal
or civil jurisdictions in any way. The center
that would house the Supreme Court would
also contain legal resources, such as a library
and law clerks. Information, knowledge, and
expertise then would be available to the tribes
in drafting of ordinances and making legal de-
cisions, ultimately bringing uniformity and con-
sistency to the legal systems for each of the
tribes.

The bill also would provide a repository for
archival information for tribal descendents and
artifacts as well as an interpretative center of
relations between American Indians and non-
Indians. The site chosen is one of signifi-
cance. It borders the original site of a trading
fort, Fort Pierre, that was a center for com-
merce and trade between Indians and non-In-
dians. It also would be located at a setting
near some of the Sioux Tribe’s first encoun-
ters with the Lewis and Clark Corps of Dis-
covery.

Another important component of the bill con-
cerns Title II. Title II of the bill would authorize
a General Accounting Office (GAO) review of
existing tribal economic development, job cre-
ation, entrepreneurship, and business devel-
opment programs. Title II has been modified
from a previous version I had drafted for con-
sideration. A draft version of the bill would
have provided for a Native American Eco-
nomic Development Council made up of rep-
resentatives of each of the 11 tribes as well as
appointees of the Secretary of Interior and the
Governor of South Dakota. Although the Gen-
tleman from Alaska, Chairman YOUNG, agrees
with the need for economic stimulation on our
reservations, he made clear his belief that the
creation of a new program at this time re-
quires additional review of the Committee on
Resources.

While I feel as though the program as draft-
ed would fulfill its mission and goals, I am will-
ing to continue working with him toward this
goal through this session and next Congress.
I am certain the GAO study will provide impor-
tant information about existing programs. With
that information in hand, we can work toward
an economic development program that is not
duplicative of current efforts and directs fund-
ing at the greatest needs and for the greatest
good.

There is no question that there are tremen-
dous needs when it comes to improving eco-
nomic opportunities in Indian Country and in
Rural America. The counties in South Dakota
where reservations are located experience
some of the highest poverty rates and unem-
ployment rates in the nation. Yet, assistance
already is being provided to the tribes and to
assist American Indians with job and business
ownership opportunities.

Our challenge now is to scrutinize the ob-
stacles to achieving economic prosperity, iden-
tify ways to overcome those obstacles, and
build opportunities. I will continue working with
the tribes of the Sioux Nation and my col-
leagues in Congress to see this happen.

I also should point to changes that were
made in order to accommodate concerns re-
garding the trust status. The bill outlines in
Sec. 101 that the Secretary of Interior take the
land into trust on behalf of the Sioux Nation.
Language has been included that the Rec-
onciliation Place land have trust status only for
the purposes outlined under subsection c of
the bill. It would be my understanding of the
language that trust status would not apply for
purposes not designated by the Act or if the
facility ceases to function for the purposes
under the Act.

The last component of this legislation allows
for a mediation center to be established in the
Wakpa Sica Reconciliation Place. The Depart-
ment of Justice Office of Tribal Justice has
testified before Congress regarding the need
for mediation training and services in South
Dakota. Mediation and conflict resolution train-
ing could help fulfill the desire of Governor
Mickelson to ensure that we have done more
than create government programs and, as he
said, for future generations of South Dakotans
to ‘‘see that you and I, Indian and non-Indian,
are concerned about one another.’’

Mr. Speaker, I think our colleagues in the
House can see the bill before us has the po-
tential to address some very real needs in the
areas of tribal justice, economic development,
cultural preservation, and community relations.
I truly feel these combined efforts continue our
commitment to the Century of Reconciliation.
We are promoting more than government pro-
grams; we are encouraging personal dialogue,
which is essential to understanding and re-
spect.

I would like to thank Chairman YOUNG and
Ranking Member MILLER and the House Ma-
jority Leadership for their cooperation in bring-
ing this bill to the floor as we approach ad-
journment. I also would like to thank the tribal
and local interests, including Bill Fischer,
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe Chairman Michael
Jandreau, and Clarence Skye for their tireless
efforts, and so many others in South Dakota
who have helped to make this a reality.

Again, I ask my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of the bill.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHERWOOD) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5528, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

b 2130

REPORTS CONSOLIDATION ACT OF
2000

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 2712) to amend chapter 35 of

title 31, United States Code, to author-
ize the consolidation of certain finan-
cial and performance management re-
ports required of Federal agencies, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 2712

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Reports
Consolidation Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) existing law imposes numerous finan-

cial and performance management reporting
requirements on agencies;

(2) these separate requirements can cause
duplication of effort on the part of agencies
and result in uncoordinated reports con-
taining information in a form that is not
completely useful to Congress; and

(3) pilot projects conducted by agencies
under the direction of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget demonstrate that single
consolidated reports providing an analysis of
verifiable financial and performance man-
agement information produce more useful
reports with greater efficiency.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to authorize and encourage the consoli-
dation of financial and performance manage-
ment reports;

(2) to provide financial and performance
management information in a more mean-
ingful and useful format for Congress, the
President, and the public;

(3) to improve the quality of agency finan-
cial and performance management informa-
tion; and

(4) to enhance coordination and efficiency
on the part of agencies in reporting financial
and performance management information.
SEC. 3. CONSOLIDATED REPORTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 35 of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:
‘‘§ 3516. Reports consolidation

‘‘(a)(1) With the concurrence of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
the head of an executive agency may adjust
the frequency and due dates of, and consoli-
date into an annual report to the President,
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, and Congress any statutorily re-
quired reports described in paragraph (2).
Such a consolidated report shall be sub-
mitted to the President, the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, and to ap-
propriate committees and subcommittees of
Congress not later than 150 days after the
end of the agency’s fiscal year.

‘‘(2) The following reports may be consoli-
dated into the report referred to in para-
graph (1):

‘‘(A) Any report by an agency to Congress,
the Office of Management and Budget, or the
President under section 1116, this chapter,
and chapters 9, 33, 37, 75, and 91.

‘‘(B) The following agency-specific reports:
‘‘(i) The biennial financial management

improvement plan by the Secretary of De-
fense under section 2222 of title 10.

‘‘(ii) The annual report of the Attorney
General under section 522 of title 28.

‘‘(C) Any other statutorily required report
pertaining to an agency’s financial or per-
formance management if the head of the
agency—

‘‘(i) determines that inclusion of that re-
port will enhance the usefulness of the re-
ported information to decision makers; and

‘‘(ii) consults in advance of inclusion of
that report with the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate, the Committee
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on Government Reform of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and any other committee of
Congress having jurisdiction with respect to
the report proposed for inclusion.

‘‘(b) A report under subsection (a) that in-
corporates the agency’s program perform-
ance report under section 1116 shall be re-
ferred to as a performance and account-
ability report.

‘‘(c) A report under subsection (a) that
does not incorporate the agency’s program
performance report under section 1116 shall
contain a summary of the most significant
portions of the agency’s program perform-
ance report, including the agency’s success
in achieving key performance goals for the
applicable year.

‘‘(d) A report under subsection (a) shall in-
clude a statement prepared by the agency’s
inspector general that summarizes what the
inspector general considers to be the most
serious management and performance chal-
lenges facing the agency and briefly assesses
the agency’s progress in addressing those
challenges. The inspector general shall pro-
vide such statement to the agency head at
least 30 days before the due date of the re-
port under subsection (a). The agency head
may comment on the inspector general’s
statement, but may not modify the state-
ment.

‘‘(e) A report under subsection (a) shall in-
clude a transmittal letter from the agency
head containing, in addition to any other
content, an assessment by the agency head
of the completeness and reliability of the
performance and financial data used in the
report. The assessment shall describe any
material inadequacies in the completeness
and reliability of the data, and the actions
the agency can take and is taking to resolve
such inadequacies.’’.

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEARS 2000
AND 2001.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of
section 3516(a) of title 31, United States Code
(as added by subsection (a) of this section),
the head of an executive agency may submit
a consolidated report under such paragraph
not later than 180 days after the end of that
agency’s fiscal year, with respect to fiscal
years 2000 and 2001.

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 35 of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after the item relating to section
3515 the following:
‘‘3516. Reports consolidation.’’.
SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO AUDITED FI-

NANCIAL STATEMENTS.
(a) FINANCIAL STATEMENTS.—Section 3515

of title 31, United States Code, is amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘Con-

gress and the’’ before ‘‘Director’’; and
(2) by striking subsections (e) through (h).
(b) ELIMINATION OF REPORT.—Section

3521(f) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by striking ‘‘subsections (a) and (f)’’

and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘(1)’’; and
(2) by striking paragraph (2).

SEC. 5. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO PROGRAM
PERFORMANCE REPORTS.

(a) REPORT DUE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1116(a) of title 31,

United States Code, is amended by striking
‘‘No later than March 31, 2000, and no later
than March 31 of each year thereafter,’’ and
inserting ‘‘Not later than 150 days after the
end of an agency’s fiscal year,’’.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEARS 2000 AND
2001.—Notwithstanding subsection (a) of sec-
tion 1116 of title 31, United States Code (as
amended by paragraph (1) of this subsection),
an agency head may submit a report under
such subsection not later than 180 days after

the end of that agency’s fiscal year, with re-
spect to fiscal years 2000 and 2001.

(b) INCLUSION OF INFORMATION IN FINANCIAL
STATEMENT.—Section 1116(e) of title 31,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(e)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
each program performance report shall con-
tain an assessment by the agency head of the
completeness and reliability of the perform-
ance data included in the report. The assess-
ment shall describe any material inadequa-
cies in the completeness and reliability of
the performance data, and the actions the
agency can take and is taking to resolve
such inadequacies.

‘‘(2) If a program performance report is in-
corporated into a report submitted under
section 3516, the requirements of section
3516(e) shall apply in lieu of paragraph (1).’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THUNE). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURN-
ER) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. HORN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on S.
2712.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, S. 2712 would authorize

executive branch departments and
agencies to consolidate statutorily
mandated financial and performance
management reports into one single
annual report.

The consolidated reports would
present in one document an integrated
picture of an agency’s performance. As
such, they will be more useful to Con-
gress, to the executive branch, and to
the public.

The Office of Management and Budg-
et, which is part of the President’s es-
tablishment, had temporary authority
to consolidate reports on a pilot basis,
but that authority expired in April of
this year. S. 2712 restores the reports
consolidation authority and makes it
permanent.

The bill also includes provisions that
would make the annual reports more
useful. The bill would require that the
reports include, one, an assessment by
the agency head of the reliability of
the agency’s performance data; and,
two, an assessment by the agency In-
spector General of the agency’s
progress in addressing its most serious
management challenges.

The bill would also move up the dead-
line for submission of performance re-
ports required under the Government
Performance and Results Act, and
change that from March 31 to March 1.
This earlier deadline would provide
more timely information for the budg-
et cycle. Reports on department and
agency performance are vital if a
President is to have a credible budget.

Another important part of this legis-
lation is it requires agencies to submit

their annual audited financial state-
ments to Congress in addition to the
President. An important gauge of suc-
cess is whether or not agencies are able
to produce financial statements which
can be audited. The timely receipt of
their information is critical to success-
ful congressional oversight.

As my colleagues know, Mr. Speaker,
the Subcommittee on Government
Management, Information and Tech-
nology, which I chair, is dedicated to
the implementation of sound financial
management throughout the Federal
Government. The information con-
tained in agency financial statements
is used by the subcommittee to meas-
ure the effectiveness of financial man-
agement at the 24 largest Federal de-
partments and agencies.

On March 31 of this year, the sub-
committee released its third annual fi-
nancial management report card. The
report card is a gauge for Congress to
see where attention is needed to prod
agencies toward getting their financial
affairs in order. Similar to the grades
issued in 1999, the subcommittee’s re-
port card of the most recent agencies
were primarily D’s and F’s.

This year, the subcommittee graded
the Federal Government as a whole
based on the government’s consoli-
dated audit report prepared by the
General Accounting Office. Overall, the
government earned a D-plus, the gov-
ernment being the executive branch.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has at-
tempted to instill the principles of per-
formance-based management through-
out the Federal Government. The re-
port authorized by this bill would give
Congress and the American people a
single source of information about the
management of each Federal agency.
This information is critically impor-
tant if Congress is to hold agencies ac-
countable for the resources it spends to
do the people’s business.

S. 2712 was introduced by Senators
FRED THOMPSON and JOSEPH
LIEBERMAN. It was reported by the Sen-
ate Governmental Affairs Committee
and passed the Senate by unanimous
consent.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
2712, the Reports Consolidation Act of
2000. This is a good government piece of
legislation that would allow all of our
Federal agencies to consolidate into a
single annual report a whole variety of
different financial and performance re-
ports that they are required by law to
submit. This will go a long way toward
reducing administrative burdens with-
in the agencies and avoid unnecessary
duplication.

It is a provision that will allow the
public and the Congress and the agen-
cies themselves to see in one document
a variety of various reports that need
to be in one place in order to ade-
quately review them and to make them
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more useful to this Congress in pur-
suing our goal of trying to improve the
efficiency and the effectiveness of the
Federal agencies.

The administration has made good
progress in trying to improve manage-
ment practices and performance. Our
committee carefully reviewed the ac-
tivities of every agency.

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman Horn) for his work
and his leadership in trying to be sure
that the oversight function of the Sub-
committee on Government Manage-
ment, Information and Technology was
carried out to the fullest degree pos-
sible.

In short, this legislation is another
example of a good, bipartisan piece of
legislation that I think has been the
hallmark of our subcommittee during
this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER),
ranking member, for all the help and
work that he has given on all of these
issues in terms of effectiveness and ef-
ficiency and on a bipartisan basis. As
he said, this is simply good govern-
ment. So we are getting there, slowly,
but surely.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HORN) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the Senate bill, S. 2712.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

RONALD W. REAGAN POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5309) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 2305 Minton Road in West Mel-
bourne, Florida, as the ‘‘Ronald W.
Reagan Post Office Building.’’

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 5309

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RONALD W. REAGAN POST OFFICE
BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 2305
Minton Road in West Melbourne, Florida,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Ron-
ald W. Reagan Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Ronald W. Reagan Post
Office Building.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 5309.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I have had the honor of

speaking on dozens of these initiatives
over the past year, and each one has
been an honor, and each designee, I
think, brings a special quality and a
special attribute before us that we can
all admire.

This first bill, the Ronald Reagan
Post Office, obviously seeks to honor
an individual that presents a challenge
in that regard. It would be impossible,
certainly, for me to fully describe, even
adequately describe, the contributions,
the remarkable life that this man
brought and even to this day offers to
each and every one of us as an example
of the American way, from his time
overcoming what I think most people
would fairly describe as a challenging
family background, to become the first
graduate of college in his family,
through his remarkable contributions
to sports fans across this country and
his days as a sports broadcaster, to his
very illustrative and, I think, very en-
tertaining time in the movie industry,
and thereafter, of course, in his re-
markable contributions in the public
sector as the Governor and as the
President of the United States.

I think I would simply say that, even
at this moment in his lifetime, Ronald
Reagan is a story that we can all learn
from and we can all build upon.

As our President, he came into office
at a time of some disillusionment, a
time when I think many Americans
were questioning, not just themselves,
but the role of this great country. He
gave us hope and he gave us confidence
in ourselves and in this Nation once
more.

The power of his words, the power of
his leadership were felt virtually every
day in which he resided in the White
House. It would be impossible as well
to describe in detail the achievements

that he put forward, the crushing of
Communism, the tearing down of the
Berlin Wall, and so much more.

I think for my part in this, Mr.
Speaker, I would simply say that, in
1994, after several years of riding and
traveling in silence, at that time,
former President Reagan, who was
known as a great communicator, wrote
a handwritten letter informing this Na-
tion that he had the early stages of
Alzheimer’s disease.

Perhaps the essence of President
Reagan’s life is captured in his own
words. I would simply read them to my
colleagues: ‘‘In this land of dreams ful-
filled, where greater dreams may be
imagined, nothing is impossible. No
victory is beyond our reach. No glory
will ever be too great. The world’s
hopes rest with America’s future. Our
work will pale before the greatness of
American champions in the 21st cen-
tury.’’

Those lines written by the Great
Communicator himself, I think,
encapsulizes so very well the dream
that he helped us to rediscover.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON), who worked
with the entire Florida delegation in
bringing their cosponsorship to this
naming.

I would add as a final word a con-
versation that I had with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) just
prior to coming to the floor about why
he chose and decided to pursue a nam-
ing of a postal facility in the State of
Florida.

He said to me, ‘‘There are going to be
a lot of children in the years ahead
that will look on that building and ask
the question, who is Ronald Reagan?
And I want them to know who this
great American was.’’

I cannot think of a better reason or a
better tribute to honor this great man.
Our congratulations, of course, go to
him and our support and best wishes to
his family, particularly his lovely wife,
Nancy.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5309, which names a
post office after ‘‘Ronald W. Reagan’’, was in-
troduced on September 26, 2000, by Rep-
resentative DAVE WELDON (R–FL).

Ronald Wilson Reagan was the 40th Presi-
dent of the United States. He served as Presi-
dent from January, 1981 to January, 1989. At
73, he was the oldest man ever elected presi-
dent. He was well known as ‘‘Dutch’’, ‘‘The
Gipper’’, and the ‘‘The Great Communicator.’’

An actor by profession, President Reagan
served as Governor of California from 1966 to
1974. During his presidency, his economic
policies came to be known as ‘‘Reaganomics’’.

In November of 1994, former President
Reagan announced that he was afflicted with
Alzheimer’s.

Although a number of facilities have been
named after the former president—schools,
streets, highways, and even the Washington
Airport, a crowning achievement was when
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President Clinton dedicated the Ronald
Reagan Building here in Washington, DC, in
1998. That building houses an international
trade center, international cultural activities,
the Agency for International Development, and
many others.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the swift passage of this
bill.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON).
As I mentioned earlier, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) was owed
the thanks, I think, of this entire body
for taking the initiative in bringing
this bill to the floor here tonight. I
commend him for that.

b 2145

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, today we have the op-
portunity to honor a man who made us
proud again to be Americans. H.R. 5309
designates the Post Office at 230
Minton Road in West Melbourne as the
Ronald W. Reagan Post Office Building.
This post office is in Florida’s 15th
Congressional District, and I am
pleased that every Member of the Flor-
ida delegation has signed on as a co-
sponsor of this bill.

Former President Ronald Reagan is a
true American hero and naming the
U.S. post office after him is a fitting
way to honor him.

Ronald Reagan was born on February
6, 1911, in Tampico, Illinois. He was a
man with many ambitions, growing up
a Midwestern boy in hard economic
times. He worked his way through Eu-
reka College. He started his career as a
radio announcer and, in 1937, went to
Hollywood, where he appeared in more
than 50 movies.

He became president of the Screen
Actors Guild and was involved in fight-
ing Communist influences in Holly-
wood. In 1966, he was elected the Gov-
ernor of the State of California by a
margin of more than 1 million votes
and was reelected again in 1970.

In 1980, Ronald Reagan was elected to
serve as the 40th President of the
United States. Ronald Reagan set our
Nation on a path to prosperity. He was
a strong moral leader and made Ameri-
cans proud. The economic policies he
pursued in the 1980s set a firm founda-
tion for the economic prosperity that
we are experiencing today.

President Ronald Reagan reinvigo-
rated the American people through
smaller government, putting a lid on
inflation, and strengthening our na-
tional defenses. President Reagan’s
persistence in achieving peace through
strength carried our Nation to its long-
est recorded period of peacetime pros-
perity. President Reagan negotiated a
treaty with the Soviet leader, Mikhail
Gorbachev, to eliminate medium-range
nuclear missiles. Mr. Reagan went to

Berlin and challenged Mr. Gorbachev
to ‘‘Tear down this wall.’’ His 8 years of
persistence paid off, and the Iron Cur-
tain fell shortly after he left office.

President Reagan certainly followed
through with his 1980 campaign pledge
to ‘‘Restore the great, confident roar of
American progress and growth and op-
timism.’’

I am happy that we are considering
this legislation today, and I encourage
all my colleagues to support this effort
to name this post office in my congres-
sional district after Ronald Reagan.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say once again that I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN), a
member of the Florida delegation, for
their efforts in this regard. I urge all of
our colleagues to join us in final pas-
sage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THUNE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
5309.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

ROBERT S. WALKER POST OFFICE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 3194) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 431 North George Street in
Millersville, Pennsylvania, as the
‘‘Robert S. Walker Post Office’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 3194

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF ROBERT S. WALKER

POST OFFICE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The facility of the United

States Postal Service located at 431 North
George Street in Millersville, Pennsylvania,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Rob-
ert S. Walker Post Office’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Robert S. Walker Post
Office.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from

New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
Senate bill, S. 3194.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
As we just heard the Clerk read, Mr.

Speaker, this bill does designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice at 431 George Street, Millersville,
Pennsylvania, as the Robert S. Walker
Post Office, and we owe our thanks to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS), who introduced an identical
bill, H.R. 5418, into the House on Octo-
ber 6. That bill is indeed cosponsored
by all the Members of the House dele-
gation from the great State of Pennsyl-
vania.

Many of us certainly know Bob Walk-
er well and know him personally and
served with him. Bob represented the
people of Millersville and the people of
the 16th District of Pennsylvania for 20
years before he did decide to retire
from the House.

Simply put, Bob became a member of
the Republican leadership during his
years here in Washington, and he was
known, for a very good reason, as a
master strategist, tactician, and an ex-
pert on the parliamentary process. He
was the floor manager, the chairman of
the Republican leadership, and chief
deputy minority whip simply because
of these great strengths.

For more than a decade, Bob was a
major player in all those decisions
made by the House Republican leader-
ship. After the party gained the major-
ity in the House, Bob became the chair-
man of the House Committee on
Science, and the vice chairman of the
Committee on the Budget.

The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, NASA, awarded him
its highest honor, the Distinguished
Service Medal, in 1966, for his leader-
ship in advancing the Nation’s space
program, particularly commercial
space endeavors. And I think it is very
important to note that he was the first
sitting House Member in the history of
this country to receive that award.

Though Bob retired from the House,
he does to this day remain a strategist
and continues his interest and partici-
pation in the area of public policy, par-
ticularly in science and space and tech-
nology. To this day he serves on the
boards of trustees of the Aerospace
Corporation, the United States Capitol
Historical Society, and the United
States Space Foundation, among
many, many other activities.

It is always an honor to have the op-
portunity to participate in one of these
namings; but, Mr. Speaker, I would add
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that in this case the opportunity to
participate in extending to a former
colleague, and to many of us still a
friend and someone in whom we hold
the highest respect and admiration, it
is a particular honor.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS)
for his efforts, and I urge our col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
3194.

Mr. Speaker, S. 3194, which names a post
office in Millersville, Pennsylvania, after ‘‘Rob-
ert S. Walker’’, was introduced by Senator
RICK SANTORUM on October 12, 2000. This
measure is identical to H.R. 5418, which was
introduced by Representative PITTS (R–PA) on
October 6, 2000.

Robert Walker was born in Bradford, Penn-
sylvania, in 1942 and educated in public
schools in Millersville, Pennsylvania. He at-
tended William and Mary, Millersville Univer-
sity, and the University of Delaware. Mr. Walk-
er taught school for three years, then went on
to serve in the Pennsylvania National Guard.
He was elected as a Republican to the 95th
Congress and served until 1997.

In addition to serving as the Chairman of
the Committee on Science, Congressman
Walker will be forever known and remembered
as a master of parliamentary procedure. Cur-
rently, he serves as a Professor at Millersville
University and a political consultant.

I urge the swift passage of this bill.
Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-

quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS), the sponsor of the House
version of this bill, and who, as I men-
tioned, we are indebted to for his work
in honoring one of our former col-
leagues, Bob Walker.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

I rise today in strong support of S.
3194. Bob Walker is a great American.
During 20 years in Congress, his com-
mitment to his community back home
and to America showed through every-
thing he did. Like the county he came
from, he is a strong conservative who
believes in the values and principles
this Nation was founded on. After dec-
ades in the minority, he helped lead
the Republican Party to the majority
in Congress, allowing us for the first
time in decades to balance the budget
and begin paying down public debt.

Bob grew up in a small university
town in Pennsylvania called
Millersville. His home is just a few
miles up the road in East Petersburg.
His father was a history professor at
Millersville University, and he grew up
exposed not only to the life of the mind
but also to the simple bedrock values
mainstream America believes in. When
he came to Congress, that is exactly
how he legislated.

He believed America was capable of
great things. As chairman of the Com-
mittee on Science, he was a passionate
advocate of space exploration. As a
member of the Republican conference,
he believed regaining the majority was
possible.

As an American, he believed in the
power of the American people to be
great problem solvers and innovators.
As our Congressman, my neighbors and
I always trusted Bob to do the right
thing, and I still trust Bob for wise ad-
vice and counsel whenever I need it.

It is because Bob inspired so many of
us that I think naming the Millersville
post office for him is exactly the right
thing to do. Bob’s family has been con-
nected with Millersville for decades.
His father, as I said, was a professor at
Millersville University. Bob’s archives
are there at Millersville University as
well.

Lancaster County owes a lot to Bob
Walker for 20 years of service. Amer-
ica, I think, owes no less to him for his
adherence to principle, even when the
right thing to do was not always the
popular thing.

Naming this post office for Bob is a
fitting thank you to a truly great
American, and I urge my colleagues to
vote for this bill to say thanks to Bob
Walker for being such a fine example
to us all.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), another member of the
Pennsylvania delegation who I know
worked with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PITTS) in bringing this
bill forward, and who, I know as well
not only served with Bob Walker but is
someone who considers him to this day
a friend.

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I am pleased to rise this
evening to support this legislation
naming the Millersville post office for
my good friend, Bob Walker, who hails
from the congressional district neigh-
boring mine.

Bob and I served together in the
Pennsylvania delegation for many
years. I have always known him to be
one of the most dedicated public serv-
ants with whom I have served. There is
certainly not a Member on our side of
the aisle that does not credit Bob for
his instrumental role in helping us
gain the majority in 1994.

When we were in the minority, and
Bob served as chief deputy minority
whip, he was very well respected and
recognized as one of the Republicans’
chief strategists, tacticians, and ex-
perts on the parliamentary process.
Bob was always on the floor of the
House making sure that parliamentary
procedure was being followed every
step of the way and ensuring that no
one tried to pull a fast one. Whenever
there was any controversy on the mi-

nority, if the minority wanted to be
heard, Bob was the man to see. He was
truly a master.

Many do not know that Bob served as
a congressional staffer for many years
before he was elected to the Congress.
I believe that is where he mastered the
procedures and rules of the House, and
I suppose that is one of the reasons
why his staff was so loyal and so fond
of him over the years. He never ex-
pected his staff to do anything that he
did not do as a staffer. He always
showed them the utmost respect and
challenged them every step of the way.

Bob has long been dedicated to the
field of education. He graduated from
Millersville College with a Bachelor’s
degree in education and went on to
teach high school science. He knew the
importance of science education, and
when he became chairman of the House
Committee on Science, he dedicated
himself to the advancement of the
space program, knowing of the impor-
tant educational benefits that that
program offered.

I had the pleasure of working closely
with Bob not only on science and tech-
nology issues but on just about every
issue of importance to our constituents
in Pennsylvania: Superfund, keeping
our military bases open, attracting
businesses and jobs to south central
Pennsylvania, taking care of the
Amish community, which primarily re-
sides in the Lancaster area. All of
those issues were first and foremost on
the mind of Bob Walker. It was always
service first.

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere pleas-
ure to join my colleagues from Penn-
sylvania in honoring Congressman
Robert Walker by naming this post of-
fice for him. He is truly deserving of
this honor after all his dedicated years
of public service to our Nation and the
people of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
give a final urging to all our colleagues
to join us in supporting this very wor-
thy piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

b 2200

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBURN). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the Senate bill,
S. 3194.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
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proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

ARTHUR ‘‘PAPPY’’ KENNEDY POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4399) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 440 South Orange Blossom
Trail in Orlando, Florida, as the ‘‘Ar-
thur ‘Pappy’ Kennedy Post Office
Building,’’ as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4399

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. ARTHUR ‘‘PAPPY’’ KENNEDY POST OF-

FICE.
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the

United States Postal Service located at 440
South Orange Blossom Trail in Orlando,
Florida, shall be known and designated as
the ‘‘Arthur ‘Pappy’ Kennedy Post Office’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Arthur ‘‘Pappy’’ Ken-
nedy Post Office.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4399.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this bill, as has been

noted, was indeed introduced by our
colleague, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. BROWN). And, as is our custom,
all the Members of the House delega-
tion from the State of Florida support
this legislation. I want to thank the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
for her work and for her efforts in
bringing this naming bill to the floor
here this evening.

I would note for the record, Mr.
Speaker, the legislation is amended to
correct the name of the facility from
‘‘post office building’’ to ‘‘post office,’’
as determined after review by the
United States Postal Service.

I am certain that the sponsor who is
pleased to be here with us tonight will
recount in some detail the life and the
achievements of Arthur ‘‘Pappy’’ Ken-
nedy. But I do want to say that this in-
dividual I think measures up extraor-
dinarily well to the caliber of previous
nominees, folks who labor in their
communities who go about their lives

in a way to try to make a difference
and try to improve the lives of those
around them.

Certainly Mr. Kennedy has a long
and very illustrative and illustrious
record in that regard, working for the
poor and the underprivileged, associ-
ating himself with so many organiza-
tions like the NAACP, Meals on
Wheels, the United Negro College
Fund, and on and on.

I would say that, although he died
earlier this year, I am sure the people
of Orlando will remember him fondly
and remember him as well as a hard-
working, popular public servant. I
think it is a very, very fitting tribute
to a very, very distinguished indi-
vidual.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would like
to thank the chairman for his help in
moving this bill to the floor and for his
assistance with the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to intro-
duce H.R. 4399, designating the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 440 South Orange Blossom
Trail in Orlando, Florida, as the ‘‘Ar-
thur ‘Pappy’ Kennedy Post Office.’’

Arthur Pappy Kennedy was Orlando’s
first African American city commis-
sioner. He was elected to the Orlando
City Council in 1972 and reelected in
1976 and served until 1980. He was a na-
tive son born in River Junction, Flor-
ida, in 1913. His family moved to Or-
lando, where he attended Johnson
Academy and Jones High School. Upon
graduation, he attended Bethune-
Cookman College.

There was no stronger advocate of
higher education. He was always in-
volved in the community. He was the
organizer of the Orlando Negro Cham-
ber of Commerce, president of the
Jones High Parent-Teacher Associa-
tion, and instrumental in the organiza-
tion of the Orange County Parent-
Teacher Council.

He worked with many organizations,
including Meals on Wheels, the United
Negro College Fund, and the NAACP.
He has a distinguished record of serv-
ing in the community.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to recog-
nize one of our native sons with this
post office designation, and I urge sup-
port of this measure, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, with a final word of
thanks to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. BROWN), I would urge all of
our colleagues to join us in supporting
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the

rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4399, as
amended.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

EDDIE MAE STEWARD POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4400) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 1601–1 Main Street in Jackson-
ville, Florida, as the ‘‘Eddie Mae Stew-
ard Post Office Building,’’ as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4400

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. EDDIE MAE STEWARD POST OFFICE.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 1601–
1 Main Street in Jacksonville, Florida, shall
be known and designated as the ‘‘Eddie Mae
Steward Post Office’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the Eddie Mae Steward
Post Office.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4400.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, as we heard just pre-

viously, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. BROWN) has once again brought to
us a postal designation that I think is
certainly meritorious and deserves the
support of every Member of this House
of Representatives. And I thank her
and commend her for that work and
also for bringing with her the Members
of the House delegation in its entirety
from the State of Florida for support of
this legislation.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11355October 26, 2000
Again, to fill in the record, Mr.

Speaker, the bill is indeed amended, a
technical amendment only to designate
the facility as the ‘‘Eddie Mae Steward
Post Office’’ rather than ‘‘post office
building’’ for the simple fact that the
facility is leased by the United States
Postal Service and is not owned.

Here, too, Mr. Speaker, we are fortu-
nate that the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. BROWN) is with us. And I am
certain she will want to make more
complete remarks with respect to this
individual’s contributions. But we have
an example again of someone who leads
their lives in ways to which I think all
Americans can look for inspiration and
for lessons and courage how to over-
come.

Simply put, Ms. Steward was a leader
of the civil rights movement. Her real-
ly single-handed efforts led to the
court-ordered desegregation of the
schools in Duval County, Florida. She
thereafter dedicated her life to the
achievement of civil rights for all
Americans.

She served as the Florida State presi-
dent of the NAACP. She served as the
Secretary of the Duval County Demo-
cratic Executive Committee and, as I
mentioned previously, simply led her
life in a way that is indeed an inspira-
tion.

So, again, I thank the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. BROWN) for her ef-
forts and express my appreciation for
bringing to us such a distinguished in-
dividual.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, once again I
want to thank the chairman for his
help in moving this bill forward with
the amendment and his kind words
about Mrs. Eddie Mae Steward.

Eddie Mae Steward was my friend, a
community leader, and single-handedly
launched the effort that led to the
court-ordered desegregation in Duval
County’s public schools. She was the
first female president of the Jackson-
ville branch of the NAACP and served
as the State NAACP president from
1973 to 1974.

She also served as the secretary of
the Duval County Democratic Execu-
tive Committee. Mrs. Steward was a
graduate of Edward Waters College in
Jacksonville, and she was truly a dedi-
cated civil rights activist.

It has been said that the face of the
civil rights movement in Jacksonville
belongs to Eddie Mae Steward. She sin-
gle-handedly took on the fight for de-
cent school accommodations for chil-
dren attending Boylan Haven, which
was a three-story building declared by
the Florida Times-Union as ‘‘unfit by
any standards as a place to send chil-
dren to school.’’ Three weeks later, the
school board backed down and the stu-
dents were sent to another school.

Much like those before her who
struggled against the injustice of the

status quo, she was referred to as a
‘‘troublemaker.’’ However, it was fun-
damental fairness, strong principles,
and the strength of her convictions
that led her to become a courageous
leader.

Eddie Mae Steward was born in Callahan,
but resided in Duval County, Florida for more
than 55 years. She was a graduate of Douglas
Anderson High School and Edward Waters
College. She passed away on March 5th of
this year, succumbing to heart disease. She
was 61. She is survived by her six children:
Venetia Steward, Ervin Steward and Jerry
Mims, Carla Purdyl, Alta and Angela, four
grandchildren and two great-grandchildren. I
am honored to recognize Eddie Mae Steward
with this Post Office designation and I urge
strong support for this measure, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, a word of thanks to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
for her good work on this issue and for
bringing us such a distinguished indi-
vidual.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of our col-
leagues to join us in the passage of this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4400, as
amended.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
f

SAVANNAH COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL
VICTORIOUS IN VOLLEYBALL
CHAMPIONSHIP
(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, last
year I was in Macon, Georgia, for the
Girls’ State Championship Basketball
Game, and it was a great thrill when I
saw that the Savannah Country Day
girls were victorious.

Last night, unfortunately, I was un-
able to attend, but many of the same
young women were victorious in win-
ning Savannah Country Day’s first
volleyball championship, which I be-
lieve is also the first volleyball cham-
pionship for Savannah, Georgia.

They do a great job. They work hard
and I have, Mr. Speaker, the roster of
the young women who played on that
team. And I will submit that for the
RECORD, as well as the name of the
coaches.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to take par-
ticular pleasure in bragging about my
very own goddaughter, Sarah Sipple,
who is one of the team’s leaders and
one of the great athletes of that school,
who was very much in the thick of the
action yesterday. I regret I could not
have been there in person, but I
watched these young women grow up,
many since they were 2 years old and 3
years old.

I can tell my colleagues, there are
great things going on in Savannah,
Georgia, with woman athletics; but
even more than that, I am proud to say
it is going on nationally.

Athletics is something that teaches
us all to be better people, better team
players, better citizens in the long run
and to take care of ourselves. It makes
us more competitive as a Nation, so I
am proud to see that Savannah Coun-
try Day School is doing its part, and I
am especially proud of the coach and
all of these young women.
[From the Savannah Morning News, Oct. 26,

2000]
COUNTRY DAY DEFEATS LANDMARK CHRISTIAN

FOR SAVANNAH’S FIRST TITLE

(By Jeff Sentell)
There was too much at stake—the pro-

gram’s first state volleyball championship,
Savannah’s first title in the sport and the
second crown for five well-deserving leaders.

There were too many people counting on
them—fans who wanted to experience an-
other title at the school, future players who
wanted inspiration and a community that
wanted to experience history.

There was their need to fulfill a season-
long goal—one that stood so close, yet ap-
peared to be slipping away.

As Savannah Country Day began Game 4 in
Wednesday night’s state Class AA/A title
match, those thoughts raced through the
players’ minds. Each came to the same deci-
sion before completing a 15–7, 15–10, 12–15, 15–
13 win over visiting Landmark Christian.

‘‘Losing was not an option,’’ junior Melissa
McNaughton said, ‘‘We wanted it more than
anything, so we refused to lose.’’

Late in the third game, a long-awaited
title for the program and the city, along
with state-wide respect appeared a foregone
conclusion. The Lady Hornets (29–11) led
Landmark 12–8 and owned the serve. They al-
ready had impressive victories in the first
two games against a team they split two
hard-fought matches with this season.

Minutes later, the Lady War Eagles (42–9)
unleashed seven consecutive points to win
the game and stave off elimination. Momen-
tum shifted as well, and the Lady War Eagles
knew it. They strutted onto the court for
Game 4 with big smiles and were ready to
force a decisive fifth game.

‘‘But we focused on the task at hand,’’ SCD
junior Mary Jane Martin said. ‘‘We knew
what we had to do. We pulled it together,
and we pulled it out.’’

Landmark built leads of 9–5, 11–9 and 13–12
in the fourth game. But an unyielding desire
and determination sparked a final surge.

Anne Carson’s consecutive kills off Lexa
Clark’s assists finished the job and set off a
wild celebration.

‘‘Oh my gosh—I can’t describe what this
feels like,’’ Carson said. ‘‘I’ll never forget
this. I’ll cherish this for the rest of my life.’’
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‘‘I’ve never had anything like that hap-

pen,’’ Sipple said after escaping a barrage of
fans that converged on the team at
midcourt. ‘‘It’s amazing.’’

SCD’s fans provided a spark for the team
from the outset. It only took 21 minutes for
the Lady Hornets to dispatch Landmark in
the first game.

SCD led 9–3 before the Lady War Eagles be-
came comfortable in the match. More impor-
tant, the trio of Carson (nine kills), Sipple
(17 kills) and Clark (44 assists) found their
rhythm, and SCD’s supporting cast lent a
helping hand.

‘‘Anne and Sarah really hit the ball well,
but everybody did well,’’ Clark said. ‘‘We
knew we could get it done as long as we
came together.’’

SCD only trailed twice in the first two
games, at 3–2 in Game 1 and 1–0 in Game 2,
But Landmark rebounded behind the play of
Julie Van’t Wout (14 kills, four blocks).

The 6-foot junior’s aggressiveness at the
net offensively and defensively caused prob-
lems for the Lady Hornets, especially in
Game 3. So SCD chose to maneuver around
her.

‘‘She’s an absolutely great player,’’ Carson
said. ‘‘So we had to be smart. We had to start
tipping the ball and going around the
blocks.’’ The Lady Hornets also relied on
past experiences. They lost a game apiece to
Landmark and Athens Academy during last
Saturday’s Elite Eight tournament. Each
time, they rallied to victory.

‘‘That gave us a lot of confidence,’’ Sipple
said. ‘‘We have been playing so well lately.
So we knew we could do it.’’

McNaughton added, ‘‘We didn’t give up, be-
cause we refused to give up. We wanted to be
a part of something special, and this is spe-
cial.’’

Elizabeth Eichholz, Betsy Miller, Sarah
Sipple—Captain, Julia Train—Captain, Anne
Carson, Melissa McNaughton, Mary Jane
Martin—Captain, Alison Morris, Lexa Clark,
Wendy Mayer, and Sall Sumer.

Jade Aaron, Caroline Baker, Alex Brennan,
Katie Coy, Marquin McMath, Lyn Reeve,
Ashley Jones, Jennifer Ross, Katherine
Royal, and Lizzy Sprague.

Coaching staff: Ben Ladd—head coach,
Carol Schretter, and Phillip Schretter.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE. addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BACA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BACA addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HUNTER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KILPATRICK addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CHAMBLISS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. CARSON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PHELPS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PHELPS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SHERMAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

b 2215

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION VERSUS
TAX BREAKS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBURN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. ETHERIDGE) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to continue to call on this
Congress to pass a real school con-
struction legislation without delay, be-
fore our adjournment for the year. We
have missed opportunities after oppor-
tunities to stop our partisan wrangling
and pass a meaningful bill and reach
the priorities that we need to reach
with this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, as a Congressman from
North Carolina’s Second Congressional
District, I represent an area of the
country that has undergone some tre-
mendous growth over the last several
years. In communities throughout my
district and across this country, our
schools are bursting at the seams. Our
local communities are struggling to
provide resources to build new schools
and to repair old ones and get children
out of trailers and just fix up old, run-
down buildings.

For nearly 4 years now, I have
worked with my colleagues in the
House on both sides of the political
aisle to provide leadership on this im-
portant issue and pass a common sense
bill that will help our local schools
deal with this critical problem. We
have come together to support H.R.
4094, the Rangel-Johnson-Etheridge bill
that is sponsored by the Republican
Congresswoman from Connecticut and
my friend from New York. This impor-
tant bill will provide $25 billion in
school construction bonds for our local
communities to build schools for our
children. It really provides national
leadership on this issue that is critical
to the American people.

Mr. Speaker, a clear majority of the
Members of this House have supported
H.R. 4094. 228 Members, Democrats and
Republicans alike, have signed on as
cosponsors. The House will pass this
bill if we can only get a chance to vote
on it. The President has stated that he
will sign this important legislation the
minute it reaches his desk. We have an
opportunity to provide real leadership
and pass this measure to help provide
educational opportunities for our chil-
dren.

But unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the
Republican leadership of this House
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has chosen the path of confrontation
and gridlock over the opportunity for
consensus and progress. Rather than
working together to produce a common
sense solution to the need for school
construction, the Republican leader-
ship brought to the floor today a bill
that was a sham of a school construc-
tion measure. Instead of fully funding
the cost-effective Rangel-Johnson bill,
the Republican leadership’s bill would
shift funds to much less effective arbi-
trage relief and private activity bonds.
The arbitrage proposal would provide
schools with only $24 per $1,000 in bonds
compared with $624 per $1,000 in bonds
in the Rangel-Johnson bill. In addition,
because schools would have to delay
construction for at least 2 years to re-
ceive any benefits, areas with the most
urgent need would not be able to build
the buildings that they need. The pri-
vate activity bonds benefit only those
schools available to find a for-profit
company willing to pay up-front con-
struction costs. Neither arbitrage nor
private activity bonds target assist-
ance to the schools that so badly need
it today.

Mr. Speaker, the Members of this
House have an obligation, a solemn re-
sponsibility in my opinion to work to-
gether to craft common sense solutions
to the problems facing America’s
schools. But, rather, we do not work
hard to meet the responsibility that is
before us. The Republican leadership
has chosen to pass a sham proposal, a
bill that is truly going to be vetoed.
They knew it was going to be vetoed
when it passed today. The Republican
tax bill contains many provisions that
I supported, but the sad fact is the Re-
publican leadership chose to include
many good provisions in a fundamen-
tally flawed bill.

In addition, the leadership today
pushed through an appropriations bill
that provides $687 million in grants to
States to build prisons. Mr. Speaker, I
supported that provision because we
probably need to build some, but to me
it is the wrong priority to pass prisons
before we build schools.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I remain
an optimist. We still have time to pass
a real school construction bill before
this Congress adjourns and I urge the
Republican leadership to do so.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
JOHN KASICH ON HIS RETIRE-
MENT FROM CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE) is recognized for half the
time until midnight as the designee of
the majority leader.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, we are
hopefully coming to the end of our leg-
islative session for the year and for the
106th Congress. That will be a happy
time for a lot of people because it
means we get to go home to our fami-
lies, to our districts for the election,
but there are some people who are not

going to be returning, and the subject
of my special order involves one of my
colleagues and very good friends who
will no longer be a Member of this body
after this session closes. He shares a
distinction with a number of Members
who came to the United States Con-
gress to work on deficit issues, on
budget issues. He came from the great
State of Ohio with a mission, and that
was even if he was the only one stand-
ing in the well to balance the budget
all by himself, he was going to get that
job done. That man’s name was JOHN
KASICH.

Tonight, the subject of this special
order is to pay tribute to JOHN KASICH,
the representative from Ohio, as well
as the distinguished Budget chairman
for the last 6 years.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my special order involving
Chairman JOHN KASICH.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, there are

a number of Members who would have
liked to have been here tonight to ex-
press their gratitude, maybe even a few
remembrances, a couple of stories, but
there just is not time and, of course,
with this late hour it probably seems
even less appropriate. It is something
that ought to be done in, quote-un-
quote, prime time for someone as im-
portant as JOHN KASICH, but let me just
give a couple of quick points and then
I will conclude.

Number one, there are going to be a
lot of people including the very distin-
guished Speaker pro tem who is sitting
here today who will also share the dis-
tinction of no longer being here after
this session. We bid him at the end of
this session farewell. He has been a
true champion on many of the issues
that JOHN KASICH has been fighting for.
But there will be a lot of Members, Mr.
Speaker, a lot of politicians, a lot of
candidates in the future that say I bal-
anced the budget, or I was there to help
get it done, but there will be one per-
son who will probably, above all other
people, and my guess is that that will
be shared in a bipartisan way from
both sides of the aisle, who stood just a
little bit taller than the rest of the
politicians and Representatives and
Senators and Presidents, and that is
JOHN KASICH.

He wrote his first budget in 1989.
Now, you have got to remember back
to what this was like. Here he is a jun-
ior Member of Congress coming in and
having the audacity to say, I can write
my own budget. This is something that
was reserved for the President of the
United States, for the majority party
only, maybe for the Budget Committee
but certainly not a junior member to
come in and say, ‘‘I can do it better

than you can.’’ And almost like the
movie ‘‘Dave’’ that maybe some Mem-
bers have seen, he went through line
item by line item and outlined exactly
what that budget ought to look like.

Well, I was not here in 1989. Maybe I
would have helped support him. My
guess is the Speaker pro tem would
have as well. He only got about 30
votes for his first budget. But from
that seed grew a very mighty vision for
the future. He took that seed and not
only became a leader, took over the
Budget Committee and then with the
rest of us in 1995, 1996 and 1997 worked
as hard as he could to bring that vision
to a reality. My daughter Sarah and
my son Mark are the recipients of his
leadership in a number of different
ways but probably most importantly
because as we have balanced the budg-
et, we have been able to now reduce by
putting 90 percent of that surplus to-
ward the national debt, we are going to
be able to let them know that by the
end of this year we have reduced the
national debt by $354 billion.

Can we do better? You bet we can. We
are going to continue that work if we
have the honor and the ability in the
majority to go on next year, and there
is more work we need to do, even
though JOHN KASICH will not be here.
But he has laid a foundation that is
second to none. The Members of the
Budget Committee as well as the Mem-
bers of the Ohio delegation led by
Ralph Regula, the dean of the delega-
tion, wish to express our gratitude on
behalf of all of us in Congress for the
great leadership that JOHN KASICH has
provided. He will go on with his two
twin daughters and his wife Karen to
bigger and better things, we have no
doubt. As the old adage around here
goes that only Members seem know,
that as soon as you are a former Mem-
ber, you are forgotten. That may be
true for some, but my guess is that
JOHN KASICH’S legacy will ring true in
this House of Representatives for many
years to come. I count him as one of
my friends. I count him as a mentor.
He will be sorely missed. We respect his
tenure.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
add my accolades for my Ohio colleague,
JOHN KASICH. JOHN has been a member of the
Ohio delegation of this body for the past 18
years. As dean of the Ohio delegation, I have
worked with JOHN on numerous issues of im-
portance to the State of Ohio. He always
brought his determination to help people with
his unfailing enthusiasm to the task at hand.

Throughout this time he has played an im-
portant role in leading this nation toward
sound budgeting and fiscal responsibility.
When JOHN assumed the chairmanship of the
Budget Committee, he was determined to re-
duce the size, scope and intrusiveness of gov-
ernment in people’s lives. To do this required
skillful use of the reconciliation feature of the
Budget Act.

As JOHN’S fellow Budget Committee mem-
bers have attested, he brought a single-mind-
edness of purpose of the job. His was not a
reactive approach, but proactive one, annually
proposing his own budget alternatives to those
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of the White House. While he presided over
the Committee, our budgets have gone from
perennial deficits to annual surpluses.

His steadfast leadership of the House Budg-
et Committee has educated many of our con-
stituents across the country on the budget
process and its effects on us all. We owe a
great debt of appreciation to JOHN for his dedi-
cation to this effort and for the positive out-
come which has resulted. The impacts a bal-
anced federal budget have on our economy
and our ability to prosper individually and as a
nation are truly the result of this dedication.

And JOHN has accomplished this with his
own special flair. Who else could negotiate
budget numbers with the White House one
day and start a book signing tour the next, run
for President, and hang out with rock stars.

Now JOHN embarks on a new phase of his
life. I am certain that it will be as rewarding as
his congressional career has been. As a hus-
band and father of twins, JOHN will have many
important projects of both a personal and pro-
fessional nature.

JOHN, as you leave this institution for other
endeavors, we wish much success and happi-
ness to you, your wife Karen, and your beau-
tiful twin daughters, Reece and Emma.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE BOB
WEYGAND ON HIS RETIREMENT
FROM CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SANCHEZ)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, tonight
I would like to talk just a few minutes
about BOB WEYGAND, a good friend of
mine here in the House and a great
Representative for the Second District
of Rhode Island. I know that many of
my colleagues share my sadness that
he will be leaving the House of Rep-
resentatives. As my colleagues know,
he is running for the United States
Senate.

The gentleman from Rhode Island
(Mr. WEYGAND) is no stranger to public
service. He began his public service in
1978 when he became a member of the
East Providence Planning Board and
became its chairman in 1979. In 1984 he
was elected to the Rhode Island House
of Representatives, representing at
that time District 84. He was also
named the Legislator of the Year in
1988. BOB stayed in the General Assem-
bly until 1993, serving on a number of
committees, including the House Cor-
porations Committee on which he was
the chairman.

It was during his time as a State rep-
resentative that BOB helped to write

Rhode Island’s land use laws which
have been recognized nationally as
state of the art with respect to land
planning and the most progressive and
forward thinking types of laws in this
country.

BOB was elected lieutenant governor
of Rhode Island in 1992 and he was the
chairman of the Long Term Coordina-
tion Council and he authored legisla-
tion to protect the elderly and to im-
prove access for long-term health care.

The gentleman from Rhode Island
was elected to the U.S. House, to this
House, in 1996. He came in on January
7, 1997, the same day that I came to
this House Chamber. We soon became
good friends. As a Member of the Con-
gress, BOB was chosen as our freshman
president his first year here. The gen-
tleman from Rhode Island serves on
the House Committee on the Budget
and the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

He is a landscape architect by trade.
That is why he has worked so hard as
one of the cochairman of the Livable
Communities Caucus that we have here
in the House. He has brought to Con-
gress a new way to look at our commu-
nities and our physical environment,
and I have had the opportunity to work
with him over and over again in the
caucus where we look at the land use
planning of many of our cities.

Those who know BOB well know he is
a man of honesty and integrity, and I
am proud to call him my friend.
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These qualities are probably best ex-

emplified in his role in uncovering an
extensive corruption operation in the
city of Pawtucket in 1991. You see Bob
was a landscape architect, and he had
won a contract for that city to redo a
general open space, a park, if you will,
and one of the things that happened is
when he went in to see the mayor to
work on this project, the mayor had a
little scheme of how he might divide up
the funds.

Now, most of us having won a project
like that might turn away and say to
the mayor, thank you very much, I do
not really need this after all, let me
just forget I have ever met you, but not
BOB. BOB actually picked up the phone
that night and called the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

BOB subsequently worked with them
in conducting an elaborate undercover
operation. Mr. Speaker, he wore a wire
for many months putting his family,
his wife, Fran, and their three children
at great danger, but he felt it was im-

portant that he get the information.
And because of what he did, putting
away corrupt public officials in Rhode
Island, BOB won the FBI’s Award for
Exceptional Public Service, the first
time that that was awarded to a pri-
vate citizen. It is a prestigious honor.
He also was recognized with the Rhode
Island Distinguished Service Star.

I know that as he leaves the House to
pursue the opportunity to represent all
Rhode Islanders, that his friends and
colleagues thank him for the work that
he has done here and wish him well in
the future.

Mr. Speaker, Rhode Island will be
very, very happy to have a great Sen-
ator when they elect BOB WEYGAND on
November 7.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to pay tribute to the career of one of
Rhode Island’s dedicated public officials, Rep-
resentative BOB WEYGAND. BOB is being hon-
ored tonight with this special order as he gets
ready to leave the House of Representatives
after two terms of public service.

BOB is a life-time Rhode Island resident and
proud graduate of the University of Rhode Is-
land. Since his appointment to the East Provi-
dence Planning Board in 1978 he has served
R.I. in varying capacities, including as a mem-
ber of the Rhode Island House of Representa-
tives and as R.I.’s Lieutenant Governor.

BOB’S career accomplishments include the
areas of small business, and senior citizens, in
particular. He proudly served our State as a
presidential delegate to the White House Con-
ference on Small Business and at the White
House Conference on Aging. He has served
the people of the Second District of Rhode Is-
land well over the past four years. BOB cur-
rently sits on the Banking and Financial Serv-
ices Committee and the Budget Committee.
He has fought in the Congress for proposals
to bring down the cost of prescription drugs for
seniors. He has sponsored a bill to protect our
Nation’s seniors from criminal scams. BOB has
also been a staunch advocate for FDA regula-
tion of tobacco products and for programs to
prevent children from smoking.

Again, it is my pleasure to pay tribute to
Congressman WEYGAND this evening. I wish
BOB, his wife Fran and their three children the
very best in the future.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBURN). Without objection, all Mem-
bers may revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of the special
order of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SANCHEZ).

There was no objection.
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